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SCHOOLS  OF  ONTARIO. 


Dear  Sir, 

The  accompanying  pamphlet  on  Religious  Instruction  in 
the  Schools  of  Ontario,  which  is  believed  to  be  a  calm,  clear, 
full  and  cogent  statement,  is  sent  to  you  for  your  careful 
perusal  and  consideration.  Nothing  has  been  set  down  in 
malice  ;  everything  with  the  sole  view  to  the  welfare  of  the 
youth  in  the  Public  Schools  and  the  best  interests  of  the 
country. 

You  are  respectfully  invited  to  express  your  opinion 
upon  the  contents  of  the  pamphlet,  either  in  the  press  or  by 
letter. 

Letters  or  newspapers  containing  marked  notices  sent 
to  "R.  I.  S.  O.,"  care  of  Toronto  News  Co.,  Toronto,  will  be 
placed  in  the  hands  of  the  author. 
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Religious  Instruction  in  the  Schools  of  Ontario. 


The  subject  of  Religious  Instruction  in  the  Public  Schools  of  Ontario  engaged, 
last  winter,  the  attention  of  the  public  to  a  degree  which  was  unexpected.  This 
was  owing  not  to  the  importance  of  the  subject,  but  because  it  was  erroneously 
supposed  that  the  discussion  origiitoted  in  party  politics.  Perhaps  this  was 
unfortunate.  Still  it  has  been  of  \se.  The  controversy  directed  attention 
to  the  subject ;  made  men  think  about  it,  and  had  the  effect  of  convincing 
very  many  that  our  school  law  is  not  in  some  respects  satisfactory  ;  and  that  the 
children  attending  our  public  schools  are  not  receiving  such  instruction  as  they 
should  in  the  Revealed  Will  of  God.  Now  that  the  heat  of  political  discussion  has 
passed,  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  the  Christian  public,  without  asking  how  party  inter- 
ests may  be  affected,  will  calmly  consider  the  subject,  and  unite  in  doing  whatever 
may  be  necessary  for  securing  to  our  children  that  teaching  which,  above  all  other, 
prepares  them  for  the  duties  of  life,  and  makes  intelligent,  law-abiding  and  useful 
citizens,  as  well  as  elevates  men  spiritually. 

With  the  exception  of  those  who  are  engaged  in  the  work  of  our  schools 
very  few  care  to  know  anything  about  the  school  law.  So  long  as  the  schools 
are  open,  and  the  children  taught,  our  citizens  generally  are  satisfied.  An  occa- 
sional grumble  may  be  heard  about  taxes,  or  school  books,  or  over-pressure,  but  very 
few  enquire  regarding  the  law.  Besides,  copies  of  the  Statute  and  the  Regulations 
are  not  always  accessible,  and  even  where  the  public  school  law  is  to  some  extent 
known,  ignorance  of  the  separate  school  law  is  almost  universal.  Protestants 
think  that  this  is  not  their  business,  but  belongs  to  their  Roman  Catholic  fellow 
citizens.  These,  again,  consider  that  it  is  the  function  of  the  Church  to  attend  to 
educational  matters,  and  leave  the  whole  matter  in  the  hands  of  their  spiritual  guides; 
who  in  turn  confer  with  the  educational  authorities  of  the  Province,  and  have  so 
far  in  the  past  got  everything  done  for  them  that  is  necessary  to  make  the  separate 
schools  efficient  and  to  have  Roman  Catholic  children  taught  the  doctrines  and 
practices  of  the  Roman  Catholic  faith.  It  is  not  ah  easy  thing  to  obtain  a  copy  of  the 
separate  school  law,  and  it  is  notorious  that  while  the  public  schools  have  been 
over-regulated,  the  separate  schools  go  on  almost  without  Departmental  regulation. 

It  is  our  purpose  to  lay  before  those  who  may  choose  to  read  the  following 
pages  some  points  of  interest  and  importance  regarding  the  school  law,  and  the 
kind  of  religious  instruction  which  our  children  enjoy,  as  well  as  to  enquire  how 
the  separate  school  law  is  worked  and  how  it  affects  the  public  schools.  In  doing 
this  we  rejognize  certain  features  of  the  provincial  system  of  education,  which, 
whether  we  approve  of  them  or  not,  must  be  regarded  as,  for  the  present  at  least, 
fixed. 

First. — We  have  a  Minister  of  Education,  as  the  head  of  the  system,  who  has  a 
portfolio  in  the  Government,  must  be  a  politician,  and  must  assume  or  resign  his 
office  as  the  party  to  which  he  belongs  holds  the  reins  of  government  or  gives 
place  to  others.  Thus  educational  matters  may — nay,  will  always,  be  liable  to 
become  mixed  up  with  party  strife.  In  our  opinion  this  is  to  be  deplored,  but  we 
must  meantime  accept  our  position. 

Secondly.— We  have  separate  schools  established,  both  Protestant  and  Roman 
Catholic,  and  they  form  an  integral  part  of  our  school  system.  It  is  true  that  these 
schools  were  forced  upon  Ontario  by  the  Roman  Catholic  majority  of  Quebec,  and 
advocated  as  a  matter  of  justice,  as  an  equivalent  to  the  Protestant  dissentient 
schools  which  are  established  in  the  Lower  Province,  as  "  a  safety  valve"  for  the 
system  established  in  the  Upper  Province  and  as  "a  finality"  which  would  prevent 
futher  interference  by  the  Roman  Catholic  clergy  in  the  schools.  These  hopes, 
as  they  rested  on  misrepresentations  and  misconceptions,  have  not  been  realized,  and 
now  Protestants  generally,  including  many  prominent  politicians,  regard  separate 
schools  as  a  very  grave  mistake.  Nevertheless,  there  they  are,  secured  by  the  Im- 
perial Act  of  Confederation,  and  we  must  meantime  accept  them,  though  an 
acknowledged  evil. 


Thirdly. — The  school  law  provides  (section  8th)  that  "  Pupils  shall  be  allowed 
to  receive  such  religious  instruction  as  their  parents  or  guardians  desire,  accord- 
ing to  any  general  regulations  provided  for  the  organization,  government  and 
discipline  of  public  schools."  In  clause  7th  it  also  provides  that  "No  person 
shall  require  any  pupil  in  any  public  school  to  read  or  study  in  or  from  any 
religious  book,  or  to  join  in  any  exercise  of  devotion  or  religion  objected  to  by  his 
or  her  parents  or  guardians."  With  these  sections  of  the  statute  we  are  quite 
satisfied.  To  the  regulations  however  under  which  religious  instruction  is  given 
attention  will  hereafter  be  directed. 

Fourthly. — We  assume  that  sixty-nine  out  of  seventy  of  our  parents 
(according  to  Hon.  Mr.  Mowat's  estimate)  think  that  the  Bible  is  the  best  book 
from  which  to  give  instruction  in  morals  and  religion,  and  desire  it  to  be  used  for 
that  purpose  in  our  schools,  and  that  injustice  is  not  done  to  anyone,  nor  is  the  law 
violated  by  using  the  Bible,  provided  due  respect  is  had  to  the  conscience  clause 
(section  7).  Our  people  generally  believe  that  there  is  no  book  like  God's  Book  for 
educational  purposes  in  the  highest  and  truest  sense,  and  therefore  desire  relig- 
ious instruction  to  be  given  from  it  in  the  schools.  Accepting,  then,  these  features  of 
our  school  system  we  proceed  to  enquire  regarding  the  religious  instruction  desired 
by  parents  generally,  and  how  that  instruction  can  be  given  in  the  public  schools. 
On  these  questions  difference  of  opinion  exists,  but  we  are  persuaded  that  the 
difficulties  which  many  profess  to  fear  will  easily  be  overcome,  when  wilful  mis- 
representation comes  to  an  end  and  a  clearer  understanding  has  been  reached  as  to 
what  is  generally  desired.  First,  then,  it  should  be  distinctly  noted  that  however  be- 
coming it  is  and  proper  that  the  schools  should  be  opened  and  closed  with  devotional 
exercises,  in  which  the  blessing  of  God  is  reverently  invoked,  that  is  not  religious 
instruction.  Nor  does  a  regulation  requiring  the  use  of  a  form  of  prayer  and 
reading  a  few  verses  of  Holy  Scripture  meet  the  case.  We  approve  of  that,  but  we 
desiderate  more.  Regulations  such  as  the  following,  which  are  taken  from  those 
under  which  the  Board  Schools  of  the  city  of  London  are  conducted,  would  do  very 
well : — 

1.  That  the  Bible  shall  be  read,  and  there  shall  be  given  such  explanation 
and  such  instruction  therefrom  in  the  principles  of  morality  and  religion  as  are 
suited  to  the  capacities  of  the  children  :  provided  always  that  in  such  explanations 
and  instructions  no  attempt  be  made  to  attach  children  to  any  particular  denomina- 
tion ;  and  that  in  exceptional  cases  schools  may  be  exempted  from  the  operation  of 
this  regulation  ; 

2.  That  such  explanations  and  instructions  be  given  by  the  responsible  teach- 
ers of  the  school ; 

3.  That  a  syllabus  of  subjects  of  Bible  instructions  be  prepared  for  the  use  of 
the  schools  by  some  competent  authority. 

The  former  Minister  of  Education,  Hon.  Adam  Crooks,  in  his  Memorandum  of 
April  2nd,  1878,  expressed  his  approval  of  such  a  practice,  and  stated  that  out  of 
150,000  children  who  attended  the  schools  in  London,  only  fifty  parents  had  with- 
drawn their  children  from  religious  instruction  ;  and  that  the  teaching  had  been 
found  to  be  so  far  from  fostering  sectarianism  that  there  had  not  been  a  com- 
plaint from  the  parents  during  seven  years,  and  that  this  system  had  effectually 
settled  all  difficultes  on  the  subject.  He  also  adds,  "  School  boards  and  trustees 
can  lawfully  require  their  teachers  to  use  the  Bible,  or  portions  of  it,  as  part  of  the 
ordinary  exercises  of  the  school,  giving,  however,  such  explanations  only  as  are 
needed  for  a  proper  understanding  of  what  is  read."  The  present  Minister  of 
Education  has  further  said  that  the  lesson  may  be  made  a  blackboard  exercise,  and 
that  passages  may  be  committed  to  memory. 

We  think  that  nearly  all  Christian  parents  will  agree  on  the  use  of  the  Bible 
in  some  such  way.  Thus  during  the  successive  years  of  attendance  at  school  evei  y 
pupil  would  receive  instruction  in  the  history  of  both  the  *  >ld  and  New  Testament 
Scriptures,  and  in  the  elevated  moral  precepts,  the  sublime  poetry,  and  spiritual 
truths  which  the  Bible  contains,  and  would  thus  become  familiar  with  those 
divinely  revealed  principles  which  underlie  all  Christian  civilization. 

THE    HISTORY    OF    RELIGIOUS    INSTRUCTION    IN    THE    SCHOOLS    OF    ONTARIO. 

Before  our  present  system  was  introduced  in  1850  in  all  the  schools  the  Bible 
was  a  class  book,  and  the  catechisms  of  the  different  churches  were  taught.  Even 
after  that  time  the  same  instruction  was  in  many  cases  continued.  The  series  of 
reading  books  also  which  were  then  used  contained  much  Scripture  history,  and 
lessons  on  Christian  morals,   and  "Scripture   Lessons,  Old   and  New  Testament, 


National "  is  the  title  of  the  last  book  on  the  list  of  authorized  text  books.  No 
attempt  was  made  at  the  beginning  to  exclude  religious  teaching  from  our  schools. 
No  one  proposed  to  secularize  them.  On  the  contrary,  the  Eegulations  declare,  "As 
Christianity  is  recognized  by  common  consent  throughout  this  Province  as  an 
essential  element  of  education,  it  ought  to  pervade  all  the  regulations  for  elemen- 
tary instruction,"  and  provision  was  made  by  the  regulations  for  devotional  exercises 
at  the  opening  and  closing  of  the  schools,  for  teaching  the  Ten  Commandments,  for 
reading  portions  of  Scripture  daily,  and  for  "  weekly  instruction  by  the  clergy  of 
each  persuasion."  But  as  Hon.  A.  Crooks  said,  these  regulations  "  -were  recommen- 
datory and  not  mandatory,"  and  left  with  the  school  trustees  the  authority  of 
requiring  teachers  to  give  Bible  instruction  and  have  religious  exercises  in 
the  school.  No  avowed  attempt  was  ever  made  to  displace  religious  instruction, 
but  gradually  a  change  passed  over  the  schools.  Objection  was  made  by  the 
Roman  Catholic  clergy  to  the  use  of  the  F'rotestant  Bible,  and  in  many  places,  in 
order  to  avoid  giving  them  offence,  the  use  of  it  was  discontinued.  Then  the  Irish 
national  school  readers  gave  place  toa  new  series  in  which  the  Scripture  lessons  had 
no  place.  Next  came  an  important  addition  to  the  subjects  which  must  be  taught 
in  the  schools,  and  the  Bible  had  no  place  given  it  among  the  obligatory  studies. 
So  that  while  great  stress  was  laid  on  arithmetic,  grammar  and  such  like  studies, 
and  the  success  of  teachers  and  the  promotion  of  scholars  depended  entirely  on 
proficiency  in  these  subjects,  Scripture  knowledge  was  made  of  no  account ;  and 
time  spent  on  religious  instruction  seemed  wasted.  Taking  these,  besides  other 
circumstances  not  mentioned,  into  account,  need  we  wonder  that  the  Bible  and 
religious  instruction  to  a  large  degree  disappeared  ?  Then  the  cry  of  "  godless"  was 
raised  against  the  school  system.  After  a  time  the  general  opinion,  openly  avowed 
by  many  prominent  educationists  and  supported  by  the  Globe,  came  to  be  that 
our  public  schools  were  established  for  teaching  only  secular  subjects,  on  which 
citizens  of  all  faiths  or  no  faith  were  agreed,  and  that  religious  instruction  and  the 
Bible  should  be  relegated  to  the  Sabbath  schools  and  family,  but  should  not  engage 
the  attention  of  the  teachers  in  the  public  school. 

In  1863  the  Roman  Catholics  succeeded  in  obtaining  separate  schools.  The 
preamble  of  the  Act  which  finally  established  them  declares,  "  Whereas  it  is  just 
and  proper  to  restore  to  Roman  Catholics  in  Upper  Canada  certain  rights  which 
they  formerly  enjoyed."  Yes,  religious  instruction  for  their  children  was  a  right 
which  they  had  ceased  to  enjoy,  and  it  has  been  restored  to  them.  So  that  now, 
in  schools  supported  by  the  State,  Butler's  catechism,  and  the  practices  of 
the  Roman  Catholic  faith  are  carefully  taught,  and  the  children  of  Roman 
Catholics  are  instructed  in  their  religion.  But  the  like  right  and  privi- 
lege is  denied  to  Protestants.  Many  prominent  men  of  the  Church  of 
England  thought  that  in  the  interest  of  religion  they  should  be  allowed 
to  establish  church  schools,  in  which  the  children  of  that  denomination 
might  have  the  same  privilege  as  Roman  Catholic  children  enjoy.  But 
the  majority  of  Protestants,  while  favoring  the  use  of  the  Bible,  were  un- 
willing to  destroy  the  non-sectarian  system  for  which  Ontario  has  reason  to  be 
thankful,  and  so  that  movement  was  not  successful.  Still  it  was  felt  by  a  large 
number  in  all  the  Churches  that  something  should  be  done  in  order  to  have 
religious  instruction  and  the  Bible  restored  to  the  schools.  About  fifteen  years 
ago  an  agitation,  with  this  end  in  view,  was  begun.  The  Presbyterian,  Anglican, 
and  Methodist  Churches  united  in  an  appeal  to  the  Government,  and,  on  October 
24,  1882,  the  Hon.  Mr.  Mowat  courteously  received  the  united  deputations  from  these 
Churches  and  promised  to  give  the  matter  that  consideration  which  its  importance 
demands.  It  was  some  time  before  the  office  of  Minister  of  Education  was  filled 
by  its  present  energetic  occupant,  the  Hon.  G.  W.  Ross.  Immediately  on  his  ap- 
pointment, he  lost  no  time,  and  a  book  of  Scripture  Selections  was  prepared  by  the 
department,  after  being  submitted  to  the  representatives  of  the  various  Churches, 
and  was  at  once  introduced  into  the  public  schools  for  daily  use  under  a  code  of 
regulations,  which  makes  obligatory  the  opening  of  every  school  with  prayer,  and 
the  closing  of  it  with  reading  of  a  lesson  from  the  book  of  selections  and  prayer 
and  the  repeating  of  the  Ten  Commandments  when  required  by  the  trustees.  This 
change  of  regulations  from  recommendatory  to  mandatory  in  regard  to  the  observance 
of  devotional  exercises  is  so  far  a  compliance  with  the  desire  of  the  Churches,  but 
nothing  has  been  done  towards  giving  religious  instruction  or  teaching  the 
children  to  read  the  Bible  for  themselves,  and  thus  affording  them  an  intelligent 
knowledge  of  God's  Revealed  Will.  Nay,  if  we  are  to  judge  from  what  supporters 
of  the  Government  have  said  and  written,  it  is  still  their  policy  to  throw  upon  clergy- 
men  the  duty    of    giving    religious  instruction   in  the  schools,     although    the 


experience  of  thirty-six  years  shows  that  clergymen  will  not  undertake  a  task  which 
common  sense  sees  to  be  an  impossibility.  The  most  zealous  minister  knows  that, 
except  in  small  towns  or  villages,  no  one  can  reach  the  youth  of  his  charge  in  the 
way  proposed.  The  provision  must  remain  a  dead  letter  in  the  future  as  it  has 
been  in  the  past.  * 

The  Legislature  last  year,  as  the  result  of  the  agitation  preceding  the  elections, 
adopted  certain  regulations  regarding  religious  instruction,  which  modify,  to  some 
extent,  those  above  referred  to,  and  allow  the  lessons  to  be  read  from  the  Bible  and 
by  the  scholars,  and  do  not  limit  the  lessons  to  be  read  to  those  in  the  book  of 
selections  ;  but  in  spirit  and  scope  there  has  been  little  change.  It  is  also  satis- 
factory to  know  that  in  some  places  the  Bible  is  read  by  the  scholars.  Neverthe- 
less it  is  to  be  regretted  that  so  sweeping  a  change  was  made  in  1885.  It  may  be 
said  that  all  the  provisions  and  opinions  which  had  a  place  in  the  "  Compendium" 
of  1878  are  still  in  force :  but  they  are  not  to  be  found  in  "Statutes  and  Regulations" 
of  1885.  Why  were  they  removed  ?  In  the  present  Compendium  the  regulations 
regarding  religious  instruction  are  to  be  found  on  page  150.  Besides  these  the 
school  law  of  1878  contained  the  following  which  now  are  cancelled  or  repealed  : — 
"Gene>al  Principles. — "I.  As  Christianity  is  recognized  by  common  consent 
throughout  this  Province  as  an  essential  element  of  education,  it  ought  to  pervade 
all  the  regulations  for  elementary  instruction. 

"2.  In  the  Public  Schools  A  ct  the  principle  of  religious  instruction  in  the 
schools  is  recognized,  the  restrictions  under  which  it  is  to  be  given  are  stated,  and 
the  right  of  each  parent  or  guardian  on  the  subject  is  secured. 

"3.  The  public  school  being  a  day  and  not  a  boarding  school,  rules  arising 
from  domestic  relations  and  duties  are  not  required,  and  as  the  pupils  are  under 
the  care  of  their  parents  and  guardians  on  Sundays  no  regulations  are  called  for 
in  respect  to  their  attendance  on  public  worship. ' 

This  "  General  Principle"  shows  clearly  that  the  school  system  of  Ontario  is 
not  purely  secular  ;  but  insists  on  religious  instruction  as  an  "  essential  element." 
Herein  we  have  an  open  avowal  of  Christianity  as  opposed  to  agnostic  indifferentism. 
Surely  it  will  not  be  asserted  that  the  people  of  Ontario  asked  for  the  removal  of 
this  General  P»inciple.  Why,  then,  was  it  cancelled?  Anyone  can  see  how  the 
repeal  of  it  helps  the  Agnostic  and  Secularist  as  well  as  the  Roman  Catholic 
towards  removing  the  Bible  and  Protestant  religious  instruction.  Christian 
parents  do  not  wish  this  done.  Nor  can  it  be  said  that  the  noble  declaration  of 
principle  is  not  needed  now.  If  there  was  need  for  it  thirty  years  ago,  there  is 
more  to-day,  and  the  removal  of  it  is  a  mistake,  a  decided  step  towards  driving  the 
Bible  out,  on  the  plea  that  it  is  a  sectarian  book. 

In  the  Compendium  of  1878,  pages  269  to  280  are  occupied  with  valuable 
Memoranda  by  Hon.  Adam  Crooks  on  various  matters  connected  with  religious 
instruction.  But  these  also  are  not  to  be  found  in  the  Compendium  of  1885.  As  they 
throw  much  light  on  the  question,  it  is  to  be  regretted  that  they  have  been  with- 
drawn from  public  notice,  and  their  withdrawal  in  connection  with  the  "mandatory" 
regulations  is  ominous.  It  seems  that  the  whole  subject  of  religious  instruction 
is  becoming  less  and  less  important  in  the  eyes  of  the  Education  Department,  and, 
it  would  appear  from  recent  discussions,  of  many  teachers.  Unless  the  Christian 
public  awakes  and  puts  forth  an  effort  a  few  years  more  may  see  the  school  system  of 
Ontario  completely  secularized.  To  abandon  all  religious  instruction  and 
devotional  exercises,  as  has  been  done  in  France,  would  certainly  make  the  work 
more  simple  ;  but  a  nation  in  which  the  children  are  not  taught  the  fear  of  God  and 
their  duty  to  men,  is  not  far  from  ruin.  When  we  further  remember  that 
Romanism  is  taught  in  the  schools  to  nearly  one-fourth  of  our  population,  any  un- 
prejudiced person  may  see  clearly  how  Protestant  liberty  is  imperilled.  When  the 
mass  of  the  people  are  ignorant  of  God's  will,  and  do  not  respect  His  authority, 
they  easily  become  a  prey  to  superstition  and  will  bow  themselves  to  the  yoke  of 
Rome,  or  will  drift  into  infidelity,  according  to  which  might  makes  right,  and  the 
useful  and  profitable  takes  the  place  of  the  true  and  the  good.  Are  we  prepared 
for  either  alternative  ? 

Let  us  now  look  at  the  substitute  for  religious  instruction  which  we  have  : — 
1.  Devotional  exercises  at  the  opening  and  closing  of  the  school.    2.  The  reading 

*It  is  to  be  regretted  that  at  the  last  meetinar  of  the  Teachers'  Association  a  resolution  should 
have  been  carried,  against  the  wish  of  the  minority,  in  a  hurried  manner,  at  the  close  nearly  of  the 
proceedings,  which  reflected  on  clergymen  generally,  while  they  had  never  been  asked  by  the  Asso- 
ciation to  say  a  word  in  their  own  behalf,  or  show  cause  for  not  trying  to  give  effect  to  the  specious 
provision  of  the  Regulations.  This  was  not  British  fair  play  however  it  may  favor  certain  political 
ends  . 


of  a  portion  of  Scripture  to  the  children.  3.  The  teaching  of  the  Ten  Command- 
ments. All  this  may  be  done,  and  yet,  except  so  far  as  teaching  the  Commandments 
goes,  no  instruction  has  been  given.  To  some  it  may  appear  unnecessary  to  say 
much  about  the  volume  of  Scripture  Selections.  The  Minister  of  Education  is 
revising  it,  and  probably  some  of  the  objectionable  features  of  the  first  edition 
may  be  removed.  And  yet  the  public,  and  we  feel  sure  many  of  those  who  have 
written  in  vindication  of  it,  have  no  thorough  acquaintance  with  the  book  ;  so 
that  it  may  be  of  use  to  state  clearly  how  the  book  was  composed  and  what  it 
contains. 

THE    STORY    OF    "THE    SCRIPTURE    SELECTIONS." 

About  a  year  before  the  Hon.  Mr.  Ross  was  made  Minister  of  Education,  a 
private  gentleman,  W.  H.  C.  Kerr,  Esq.,  a  lawyer  by  profession,  connected  with 
the  Methodist  Church,  and  at  that  time  residing  in  Brantford,  began  to  make  a 
selection  of  Scripture  readings,  which  he  intended  publishing  as  a  private  enterprise, 
although  he  trusted  its  general  excellence  and  utility  might  ultimately  lead  to  its 
use  in  the  public  schools.  Part  Second  of  the  selections  was  accompanied  by  "  a 
short  comment  inculcating  pure  morality  apart  from  dogma."  Mr.  Kerr  also 
hoped  from  the  first  that  the  selections  would  be  such  as  to  meet  the  approval  of 
Archbishop  Lynch.  And  accordingly  he  submitted  the  selected  readings  to  him 
in  manuscript  form,  and  obtained  his  approval  of  the  selections,  comments  and  all. 
When  Mr.  Ross  became  Minister  the  book  was  submitted  to  him  ;  and  with  the 
exception  of  the  comments  was  approved,  and  some  more  extracts  were  added. 
The  whole  was  then  printed  by  the  Minister  of  Education,  and  the  proofs,  in  galley 
form,  were  sent  to  the  committees  of  the  several  Protestant  Churches  and  the 
Archbishop,  with  the  request  to  meet  with  the  Minister  and  confer  regarding  the 
further  preparation  of  the  book.  A  full  and  representative  meeting  was  held,  when 
it  was  resolved  that  such  a  book  of  selections  would  be  satisfactory  if  used  in  the 
schools;  also,  the  meeting  decidedly  expressed  a  preference  for  having  the  lessons 
read  by  the  children,  and  the  Minister  promised  further  to  consider  this  point.  A 
small  sub-committee,  consisting  of  seven  ministers  and  one  layman,  was  then  ap- 
pointed to  revise  the  draft.  These  gentlemen,  viz.,  Rev.  Drs.  Sutherland,  Dewart, 
Laing,  Provost  Body,  Archdeacon  Boddy,  Messrs.  Powis  and  Burton,  and  H. 
Cassels,  Esq.,  met  to  do  this  work.  Mr.  Cassels  could  stay  only  for  an  hour  or  two, 
Dr.  Laing  was  present  for  the  first  day,  and  the  others  spent  two  days  ;  that  is  to 
say,  in  revising  this  book  of  360  pages  not  more  than  eleven  hours  were  spent.  Be- 
ing ignorant  of  who  the  compiler  was,  or  what  views  he  held,  and  being  unable  to 
discover  any  principle  on  which  the  selections  were  made,  the  committee  accepted 
the  book  as  it  was,  and  did  little  more  than  consider  the  omission  of  words  and 
verses  and  the  headings  of  the  lessons.  Then  it  became  apparent  that  certain 
omissions  were  due  to  a  desire,  on  the  part  of  the  compiler,  to  avoid  anything  which 
might  seem  immodest,  or  be  offensive  to  Roman  Catholics.  The  sub-committee  at 
length  became  so  impressed  with  the  impropriety  of  allowing  omissions  and  changes 
in  the  Scripture  for  any  reason,  that  they  adopted  unanimously  a  resolution 
to  the  effect  that  no  selection  should  have  a  place  in  the  book  in  which  any  word 
or  verse  had  been  omitted  or  changed.  After  receiving  the  report  of  this  sub- 
committee the  Hon.  Mr.  Ross  made  such  changes,  in  accordance  with  the  suggestions 
of  the  revisors  and  others,  as  he  saw  fit,  removed,  of  his  own  motion,  the  Scripture 
references  and  proceeded  with  the  work.  He  did  not,  however,  act  upon  the 
unanimous  resolution  of  the  revisors  ;  on  the  contrary  he  allowed  to  remain  in 
the  book  very  many  selections  in  which  verses  and  words  are  omitted,  and  in  three 
instances  short  paragraphs  which  are  not  in  the  Bible.  Thus  the  entire  respon- 
sibility for  the  book  properly  belongs  to  the  Education  Department.  The  repre- 
sentatives of  the  Churches  only  agreed  to  the  use  of  a  book  of  selections,  and  the 
revisors  only  gave  a  qualified  approval  of  the  selections  which  were  submitted  to 
them,  but  had  no  part  in  determining  what  selections  or  what  number  of  lessons 
should  be  in  the  volume,  or  what  order  should  be  followed,  and  expressly  gave 
their  opinion  that  no  word  or  clause  should  be  omitted  or  changed  in  the  selec- 
tions made. 

As  the 'result  of  the  controversy  of  last  year,  the  Scripture  selections  have 
been  removed  by  the  trustees  from  a  number  of  the  schools,  and  the  Minister  of 
Education  has  publicly  declared  that  where  the  "trustees  prefer  that  the  reading 
shall  be  from  the  Bible  itself,  or  where  trustees  prefer  to  have  passages  read  which 
are  not  in  the  book  of  selections  '  the  Government  will  not  interfere,'  so  long  as  the 
Bible  or  its  contents  are  read  daily  and  systematically."   It  is,  however,  well  known 
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that  an  amended  edition  of  the  Scripture  selections  is  in  course  of  preparation,  and 
it  is  to  be  hoped  that  the  objectionable  features  of  the  first  edition  will  be  avoided. 
It  may  be  asked  what  are  these  objections  ?  In  answer  we  say,  there  does 
not  appear  to  be  any  principle  according  to  which  certain  passages  were  selected  ' 
and  others  passed  over.  We  have  merely  a  compilation  of  passages  arbitrarily 
chosen  ;  each  one  of  which  stands  by  itself,  without  regard  to  historical  or 
logical  connection.  For  devotional  purposes  this  may  do,  but 'so  far  as  imparting 
systematic  religious  instruction  or  Scripture  knowledge  is  concerned  the  volume 
is  utterly  valueless.  The  number  of  extracts  seem  to  have  been  determined  by  the 
number  of  school  days  in  the  year,  so  that  the  whole  book  will  be  read  over  to  the 
children  once  in  the  year.  But  it  is  manifest  that  in  this  way  a  very  large  and 
important  part  of  God's  Word  will  never  be  read  where  the  book  of  selections  is 
used.  Surely  it  is  very  desirable  that  the  history  of  the  Bible,  both  Old  and  New 
Testament  should  be  learned  by  our  children.  If  any  history  is  of  value  that  is. 
The  course  of  religious  instruction  should  extend  over  more  than  one  year  ;  in  other 
words,  the  passages  to  be  read  should  at  least  be  three  times  as  numerous  as  they 
are. 

"  THE    SELECTIONS  "    ANALYSED. 

For  those  who  have  not  had  the  opportunity  or  have  not  taken  the  time  to  ex- 
amine the  book  the  following  analysis  may  be  helpful  in  forming  an  estimate  of  it. 
It  consists  of  five  parts  : — 1.  Historical :  with  29  lessons  from  Genesis,  12  from 
Exodus,  3  from  Numbers,  2  from  Deuteronomy,  2  from  Joshua,  1  from  Judges, 
2  from  Ruth,  34  from  the  books  of  Samuel,  Kings  and  Chronicles  ;  in  all  85  lessons. 
II.  Devotional,  Didactic,  Prophetic,  Moral  i  here  there  are  24  extracts  from 
Psalms,  23  from  Proverbs,  10  from  Isaiah,  and  one  from  each  of  the  books  of  Job, 
Micah,  Ezekiel,  Ecclesiastes,  and  Malachi  ;  62  in  all.  III.  The  Gospels  :  here  we 
have  67  lessons,  in  which  are  18  extracts  from  Matthew,  4  from  Mark,  14  from 
Luke,  and  9  from  John  ;  sometimes  the  chapters  are  divided  and  at  other  times 
two  or  more  chapters  of  different  books  or  parts  of  them  are  combined  to  form  a 
single  lesson.  IV.  The  Acts  of  the  Apostles:  consisting  of  37  lessons,  following  in 
order  and  giving  nearly  the  whole  of  that  book.  V.  Selections  from  the  Epistles  : 
consisting  of  4  lessons  from  each  of  I.  John  and  Revelation,  3  from  each  of  I.  Corin- 
thians and  Hebrews,  I.  Peter,  2  from  each  of  Romans,  Ephesians,  Philippians, 
James,  and  one  from  each  of  Galatians,  Colossians,  I.  Thessalonians,  II  Timothy, 
II.  Peter  ;  30  in  all.  So  that  in  the  whole  book  we  have  281  lessons, 
grouped  together  without  any  apparent  principle  to  guide  either  in  the 
selections,  order  or  combinations.  This  is  not  satisfactory,  when  provid- 
ing for  instruction  in  Bible  truth.  We  will  now  indicate  more  in  detail 
this  defect.  The  history  of  the  antediluvian  world,  Gen.  iv.  15  to  vi.  9  is  passed 
over ;  also  the  history  of  the  Tower  of  Babel,  of  the  dispersion  and  of 
Nimrod's  beginning  of  empire.  We  have  only  a  few  disconnected  verses  culled 
from  chaps,  xii.,  xiii.  and  xvii.,  and  crowded  into  one  lesson,  and  the  trial  of  .Abra- 
ham given  of  the  whole  history  of  Abraham,  the  great  covenant  head  of  the  chil- 
dren of  God,  and  while  the  history  of  Joseph  is  given  with  much  fulness,  that  of 
Isaac  and  Jacob  is  restricted  to  four  lessons.  The  history  of  the  ten  plagues  is  not 
given,  but  lesson  XXXIV.  begins  with  the  following  sentence  not  found  in  Scrip- 
ture, "  After  Egypt  had  been  visited  by  God  with  some  plagues,  Pharaoh,  king  of 
Egypt,  consented  to  let  the  Israe^tes  go.'  No  mention  is  made  of  the  Golden 
Calf,  and  Broken  Tables,  or  the  punishment  for  Sabbath-breaking.  The  last 
two  chapters  of  Ruth  are  wanting.  The  institution  of  Calf- worship  by  Jeroboam 
is  omitted,  while  the  previous  part  of  the  chapter  is  given.  The  same  is  done  with 
the  chapters  containing  the  search  for  Elijah.;  and  the  death  of  Sennacherib. 
These  are  a  few  instances  concerning  which  we  may  fairly  ask,  Why  were  such 
important  passages  passed  over  while  others  of  less  moment  are  given  a  place? 
But  a  still  greater  defect  is  the  omission  of  particular  verses  from  passages  which 
are  in  the  book,  as  though  they  contain  something  immoral  or  otherwise  improper 
to  be  read.  While  we  give  a  few  instances  of  this  kind,  we  forestall  a  possible, 
answer,  viz.  •  That  this  was  done  to  prevent  the  lessons  from  being  too  long,  by 
asking  the  reader  to  notice  that  the  omissions  are  sometimes  in  short  extracts,  and 
in  very  few  cases  would  retaining  the  verses  omitted  have  unduly  extended  the 
lesson.     Kote,  then,  the  following  : 

Genesis  ii.  25,  "  And  they  were  both  naked,"  etc. 

"       ix.  20  to  29,  Noah's  drunkenness. 

"       xvii    9  and  seq..  The  covenant  of  circumcision. 
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Genesis  xxxix.  7  to  17,  Joseph's  temptation,  for  which  is  inserted  the  following 
sentence,  (After  these  things  his  master's  wife  falsely  accused  Joseph 
to  her  husband,  saying). 
"       xl.  5  to  23,  The  dreams  of  the  butler  and  baker. 
Exodus  iii.  15,  God's  name  and  memorial :  just  one  verse  here. 
11       iii.  21  and  22,  Israelitish  women  borrowing  jewels. 
"       xiv.  24  and  25,  God  looked  forth  from    the   cloud,    took  off  chariot 

wheels,  etc. 
"       xv.  22  to  27,  Healing  of  waters  of  Marah. 
•  "       xix.  15,  "  Be  ready  against  the  third  day,"  etc 

"       xx.  18  to  26,  Terror  of  the  people  ;   prohibition  of  idols  and  regula- 
tions regarding  the  altar. 
Deuteronomy  xxxii.,  5,  6,  27,  and  32  to  end.     Vengeance  threatened,  etc. 
Joshua  i.  18,  Death  penalty  for  rebellion. 

Ruth  i.  part  of  11,  12  and  part  of  13.     "  I  am  too  old  to  have  a  husband,"  etc. 
II.  Samuel  i.  13  to  16,  Slaying  of  the  Amalekite  ;  v.  18,  Taught  the  bow. 

"       xviii.  13.  Part  of  soldier's  speech  in  defence. 
I.  Kings  iii.  16,  Solomon's  decision  regarding  the  dead  child. 
I.  Kings  xi.  after  v.  40,   There  is  inserted  ("Now  Rehoboam  the  King,  the 
son  of  Solomon,   refused  the  petition  of  the  people  to  make  their 
burdens  lighter,")  not  found  in  Scripture,  and  fitted  into  chap, 
xii.  16  ;  then  vv.  22  to  33  omitted,  the  institution  of  the  calves 
and  idol  worship  by  Jeroboam. 
These  are  a  few   instances  of  omission  in  the  Historical  part.     The  reader 
may  judge  for  himself  why  these  verses  were  struck  out  of  God's  Word  :  doubtless 
there  was  some  reason  for  thus  mutilating  Scripture. 

The  second  is  the  most  unsatisfactory  part  of  the  book.  The  order  in  which 
the  extracts  are  given  seems  utterly  arbitrary  or  haphazard.  The  various  books 
are  mixed  up  as  if  only  variety  were  aimed  at.  The  order  of  the  Psalms  is  : — i., 
ii.,  xviii.,  xxxiv.,  xc. ,  xxiii.,  xxiv.,  li.,  cxlv.,  ciii.,  lxv.,  lxvii.,  xxvii., 
xxxvii.,  lxxii.,  lxxxiv. ,  cxxxiv.,  cxix.,  lxxiii.,  cxvi.,  ciii.,  civ.,  xxviii. ;  that  of 
Proverbs,  chapters  i.,  ii.,  iii.,  iv.,  iv.  and  vi.,  viii.,  xxiii.,  xxvi.,  xxii.,  xxv.,  xvi., 
xxv.,  xxiv.,  xv.,  xiv.,  x.,  xiii.,  xvii.,  xviii.  that  of  Isaiah,  chapters  lv.,  i.,  v., 
xxxv.,  lx.,  Iii.  and  liii.,  lxi.,  lxii. 

The  lesson  from  Micah  is  made  up  of  five  verses  from  chapter  iv.  and  three 
from  chapter  vi.,  and  the  latter  extract  is  so  far  removed  from  its  context  as 
to  destroy  its  proper  meaning.  The  omissions  in  this  part  are  very  numerous  and 
significant.     We  give  a  few  : 

Psalm  xxxiv.  20  to  end,  "  He  keepeth  all  his  bones,  etc." 
Proverbs  iii.  8,  "It  shall  be  health  to  thy  navel,"  etc. 
Proverbs,  chapters  v.  and  vi.  24,  etc.,  Strange  woman  and  vile  woman. 
Isaiah  v.  8  to  10,  Woes  on  rapacity ;  and  15  to  21,  Woes  on  drawers  of  iniquity  : 
perverters  of  good  ;  wise  in  their  own  eyes,  etc.  ;  v.  25,    The 
anger  of  the  Lord. 
Proverbs  xxiii.  27,  28,  "  For  a  whore  is  a  deep  ditch,  etc." 

"  xxvi.  22  to  28,  Denunciation  of  the  whisperer,  dissembler,  liar. 

"  xxii.  14,  "The  mouth  of  a  strange  woman  is  a  deep  pit,"  etc. 

"  xxv.  15,  16,  24,  "  Brawling  woman,"  26,  Righteous  giving  way. 

Isaiah  lx.  8  to  12,  "  Doves  as  clouds."  15andl6,  "  Suck  the  milk  of  Gentiles." 
Psalms  xxxvii.  8,  9.    "Cease  from  anger,"  etc  12  to  20,  The  Lord  laughing. 

28,  29,  Preservation  of  saints. 
Proverbs  xvi.  4,  "  The  Lord  hath  made  all  things  for  himself,  yea  even  the 
wicked  for  the  day  of  evil. "  9  to  15,  "  A  man's  heart  deviseth 
his  way,  but  the  Lord  directeth  his  steps,  etc."  "He  that 
laboureth  laboiireth  for  himself,  etc."  29,  30  and  33,  "  The  lot  is 
cast  into  the  lap  ;  but  the  whole  disposing  thereof  is  of  the  Lord. " 
Psalms  lxxiii.  27  and  28,  "Thou  has  destroyed  all  them  that  go  a-whoring  from 

thee." 
Proverbs  xiv.  24  and  25,  "A  deceitful  witness  speaketh  lies,   etc;"  v.  30,    "  A 
sound  heart  is  the  life  of  the  flesh,  but  envy  the  rottenness  of  the 
bones,"  v.  35. 
"       x.  9  to  11,  (verse  12  is  given)  13,  14,  15,  "  The  rod  for  the  back,  etc.;" 
v.  24  and  25,  "As  the  whirlwind  passeth,   so  is  the  wicked  no 
more,  etc.,"  v.  29  to  32. 
Psalms  cii.  4  to  10,  and  15,  "  So  shall  the  heathen  fear  the  name  of  the  Lord 
and  all  the  kings  of  the  earth  thy  glory." 


Ezekiel  xvii.  5  to  18.  The  whole  reasoning  preparatory  to  "  Yet"  of  verse  19. 

Proverbs  xvii.  7  and  8,  Concerning  excellent  speech  and  gifts,  v.  11  and  12,  15 
and  16,  "  He  that  justifieth  the  wicked  ....  an  abomination  to 
the  Lord,  etc.;"  19,  20,  21,  and  26,  "He  that  wasteth  his  father 
and  chaseth  away  his  mother  is  a  son  that  causeth  shame,  etc." 
"       xviii.  8,  "  The  words  of  a  tale-bearer  are  as  wounds,  etc." 

Why  these  verses  are  omitted  seems  inexplicable  ;  the  compiler  seems  to 
have  mutilated  the  extracts  at  his  own  sweet  will,  and  the  Minister  of  Education 
and  others  say  that  it  has  been  well  done. 

Part  third  is  certainly  less  objectionable.  A  kind  of  harmony  has 
been  attempted  ;  but  the  commingling  and  combination  of  passages  is 
very  strange.  The  lessons  begin  with  John  i.,  then  follow  six  from  Luke, 
with  Matthew  ii.  interjected  between  the  20th  and  25th  verses  of  Luke  ii. 
and  Matthew  iii. ,  following  Luke  ii.  and  preceding  Luke  iv.  Then  we  are  taken 
back  to  John,  and  so  on,  utterly  disregarding  the  order  in  Scripture.  Again, 
Matthew  xi.  is  arbitrarily  interjected  between  the  first  and  last  parts  of 
Luke  vii.,  and  the  latter  part  of  Luke  ii.  separates  the  19th  from  the  20th  verse 
of  Matthew  xi. 

The  lesson  on  the  Resurrection  is  made  up  of  Mark  xvi.  1  to  7. ;  Matthew  xxviii. 
8.,  Luke  xxiv.  11.  ;  John  xx.  3  ;  and  the  patch-work  reads  as  one  continuous 
history,  while  the  connections  give  a  false  conception  of  the  history  as  recorded  in 
Scripture.  The  lesson  on  the  Ascension  consists  of  Matthew  xxviii.  16.;  Acts  i.  4. : 
Luke  xxiv.  50.  ;  Acts  i.  9  and  10.  ;  Luke  xxiv.  52. ;  a  strange  medley  of  different 
passages,  intended  to  give  the  compiler's  view  of  what  happened,  but  such  as  many 
will  dissent  from. 

Then  why  were  the  important  portions  containing  the  annunciation,  the  cir- 
cumcision of  Jesus,  the  massacre  at  Bethlehem,  not  given  ?  Note  also  the  follow- 
ing striking  omissions  in  extracts  which  are  given  : — 

Luke  ii.  36  to  38,  Concerning  the  prophetess  Anna 

Matthew  v.  21  to  32,  Our  Lord's  exposition  of  the  sixth  and  seventh  Command- 
ments in  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount.  Are  these  not  fit  to  be 
read  ?  Or  are  they  omitted  on  account  of  our  Lord's  doctrine  con- 
cerning divorce  ? 

Matthew  x.,  9  to  16,  Our  Lord's  teaching  regarding  divorce. 

Mark  x.  31.  "  Many  that  are  first  shall  be  last,"  etc. 

Matthew  xii. ,  23  to  33,  Our  Lord's  reply  about  the  resurrection. 

Mark  vi.  42  to  44,  Twelve  baskets  of  fragments  taken  up.  The  lesson  from 
which  this  is  omitted,  consists  of  only  12  verses. 

Luke  xiv.  1,  The  healing  of  the  man  with  dropsy. 

John  x.  19  to  21,  Jesus  said  to  have  a  devil  and  be  mad. 

John  xiii.,  only  17  verses  given;  and  the  Lords  words  abruptly  cut  short 
when  predicting  His  betrayal. 

John  xvi.  16  to  26,  destroying  the  connection  of  the  discourse. 

Luke  xxii.  61  interjected  between  verses  74  and  75,  and  Matthew  26  as  if  it 
were  part  of  the  history. 

Luke  xxiv.  11  is  connected  with  John  xx.  5  by  a  "  but  "  and  the  omission 
of  therefore,  giving  a  false  impression  of  the  cause  which  follows. 

Part  fourth — the  Acts  of  the  Apostles.  Omitting  chapter  i. ,  contains  nearly  all 
that  history  in  chronological  order.  The  omissions  and  changes  are  few.  We  note 
only  chapter  v.  12.  Miracles  of  healing  are  passed  over.  And  in  verse  17  ("  after 
this  ")  is  substituted  for  "  then  ".  Chapter  viii.  7  to  25  is  omitted  ;  the  history  of 
Simon  Magus,  etc.;  chapter  xi.,  19  to  30  ;  chapter  xiii.  1  to  13.  including  history  of 
Elymas,  the  sorcerer  ;  chapter  xv.  account  of  Council  at  Jerusalem.  Why  was 
this  not  given  ?  Surely  it  is  an  important  point  in  Church  history  Chapters  xviii. 
19  to  28.  The  history  of  Apollos  ;  and  his  being  taught  by  Aquila  and  Priscilla. 
Chapters  xxi.  16  to  26,  leaving  verse  27  without  its  proper  connection.  The 
verses  omitted  refer  to  Paul's  going  up  to  Jerusalem,  going  to  James  and  fulfil- 
ling his  vow. 

Now  we  come  to  part  fifth.  Here  the  order  is  arbitrary  as  before.  Romans 
xii.,  I.  Corinthians  xiii.,  I.  Corinthians  xv.,  Galatians  vi. ,  Romans  viii.,  Ephesians 
iii.,  and  so  forth.  No  doubt  some  important  passages  are  given,  but  it  seems 
very  strange  that  such  passages  as  Romans,  chapters  ii. ,  iii.,  ix. ,  xi. ,  xii.  and  xiii. ,  in 
which  obedience  to  the  civil  magistrate  is  inculcated  ;  Hebrews  xii.,  Timothy  vi., 
where  the  duties  of  rich  men  are  laid  down,  etc. ,  should  be  passed  over,  and  that  so 
many  most  important  passages  inculcating  morality  are  not  given.  Thus  in  the 
extracts  which  are  given  we  have  notable  omissions,  e.g., 
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I.  Corinthians  xv.,  29  to  34,  Baptism  for  the  dead  ;  fighting  with  wild  beaste 
at  Ephesus,  etc 

Romans  viii.  18  to  39,  The  glory  to  be  revealed  :  the  redemption  of  the  creation 
from  vanity  ;  the  Spirit's  aid  in  prayer  ;  the  magnificent  triumph- 
ant expression  of  confidence  in  the  unchanging  love  of  Christ. 

Philippians  iv.  14  to  end,  Commendation  of  Christian  giving,  etc. 

I.  Thessalonians  v.  25  to  end,  Enjoining  prayer  and  the  holy  kiss. 

II.  Timothy  ii.  16  to  end,  A  most  instructive  passage. 

Hebrews  xi.,  11  to  16,  Referring  to  Sarah's  faith  and  the  better  country. 
James  iii.  1,  and  first  part  of  v.    2,   "Be   not   many  masters  ...    .in  many 
thinys  we  offend  all;"  v.  18  also,  "  The  fruit  of  righteousness  is  sown 
in  peace,  etc." 
I.  John  iii.,  7  to  1:5,  "Whosoever  is  born  of  God  doth  not  commit  sin,"  etc. 

....  Cain's  slaying  Abel,  hatred  of  world,  etc. 
Revelation  xxi.  5  to  22,  Description  of  New  Jerusaleum  ;    in  a  most  arbitrary 

way  omitting  22,  "No  temple"  therein,  and  begining  with  "The 

city  had  no  need  of  the  sun. "     Note  that  the  lesson  from  which 

this  is  omitted  contains  only  fourteen  verses. 
Revelation  xxii.,  the  extract  stot  s  without  giving  v.  15,  "Without  are  dogs," 

etc. ;  and  significantly  omits,  "  If  any  man  shall  take  away  from 

the  words  of  the  book  of  this  prophecy,  God  shall  take  away  his 

part  out  of  the  book  of  life,"  etc. 

THE    CHARACTER    OF    "  THE    SELECTIONS." 

Such  are  some  of  the  omissions  and  changes  made  in  the  Scripture  which 
occur  in  the  so-called  "  Scripture  Readings  for  our  Public  Schools."  When  emi- 
nent ministers  of  the  Gospel  and  professors  have  expressed  themselves  as  satisfied 
with  the  book,  and  when  the  Minister  of  Education  said,  in  his  place  in  the 
Legislature,  ' '  There  was  no  garbling,  no  mutilation,  and  no  adaptation,  except  in 
the  case  of  the  story  of  Joseph,"  we  must  in  charity  suppose  they  spoke  and 
wrote  without  having  examined  the  book.  No  one  can  contemplate  these  defects 
without  saying  that  if  a  book  of  selections  is  to  be  used,  it  must  be  compiled  with 
more  care  ;  must  be  more  full,  and  must  show  some  reverence  for  the  Word  of 
God.  It  is  not  to  be  done  by  an  amateur  Men  who  have  practical  acquaintance 
with  making  text-books  for  schools,  and  using  them  also,  should  be  employed  on 
this  work.  There  are  among  our  teachers  some  who  could  do  it  well.  But  it 
would  be  much  more  easy,  and  quite  as  satisfactory,  to  have  a  programme  only 
printed,  containing  a  list  of  the  passages  of  Scripture  deemed  proper  to  be  read 
in  schools,  and  to  use  school  bibles  from  which  the  children  can  read  themselves. 
The  comparative  cheapness  of  this  plan  will  commend  it  to  many,  and  then  we 
shall  be  freed  from  all  garbling  and  mutilating  of  the  Word  of  God.  Besides,  a 
book  large  enough  to  give  all  the  important  portions  of  Scripture  would  be  much 
more  costly  than  the  volume  lately  prepared,  and  it  is  by  no  means  cheap.  It 
may  be  asked,  what  reason  can  be  suggested  for  the  omissions  and  mutilations 
whiih  we  have  referred  to  ?  No  one  but  Mr.  Kerr  can  answer  the  question.  It  is, 
however,  evident  that  a  mistaken  modesty,  if  not  an  offensive  prudery,  has  had 
something  to  do  in  this  matter  ;  farther,  Mr.  Kerr  has  told  us  that  he  tried  to 
make  it  such  as  the  Roman  Catholic  clergy  would  accept,  while  they  object  to  the 
whole  Protestant  Bible  being  in  the  school  ;  further,  the  evident  attempt  to  avoid 
the  miraculous,  as  far  as  possible,  may  indicate  a  desire  not  to  shock  too  much  the 
rationalist  and  agnostic.  In  a  word,  we  have  a  book  such  as  will  give  offence  to  no 
one,  whatever  may  be  his  religious  opinions  ;  so  colourless  as  regards  religion  and 
morals  as  to  commend  itself  equally  to  the  Pagan,  Christian,  Sceptic,  Protestant, 
and  Roman  Catholic.  So  at  least  it  was  supposed.  But  is  that  the  religious  in- 
struction which  the  Presbyterian,  Anglican,  Methodist,  and  Baptist  Christians 
wish  their  children  to  receive  ?  We  think  not.  The  Roman  Catholics  have  all 
they  desire,  and  why  should  the  Government  for  fear  of  offending  them  and  secu- 
larists, refuse  evangelical  Christians  a  like  privilege  ?  Why  not  let  our  children 
be  taught  their  duty  to  God  and  man  from  the  Book  of  Books  ?  It  is  with  a  view 
of  obtaining  this  privilege  that  we  now  appeal  to  the  Christian  public.  Let  us 
unite  in  a  determined  effort  and  we  shall  succeed.  To  have  such  religious  instruc- 
tion given  to  our  children  in  the  public  schools  is  a  right  secured  to  us  by  Statute 
(sections  7  and  8).  If  we  are  not  to  enjoy  it  let  these  clauses  be  repealed  next 
year,  and  let  it  be  known  that  our  public  schools  are  purely  secular.  Let  it  be 
known  that  while  Roman  Catholics  have  their  children  taught  the  doctrines  and 
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practices  of  Romanism,  and  public  money  is  granted  to  teach  doctrines  subversive 
of  civil  and  religious  liberty,  while  in  our  jails,  penitentiaries,  reformatories,  in- 
dustrial schools,  provision  is  made  for  religious  instruction,  Protestant  children 
so  long  as  they  are  not  criminals,  are  not  to  be  taught  the  knowledge  and  fear  of 
God,  which  alone  can  effectually  keep  them  from  crime.  Let  it  be  known  that 
the  moral  teaching  of  our  schools  is  not  to  be  based  on  Christian  revelation.  Let 
the  Minister  of  Education  openly  avow  all  this,  and  repeal  sections  7  and  8  of  the 
School  Act,  and  we  shall  know  what  to  expect.  But  do  not  mock  us  with  a  statute 
that  provides  for  religious  instruction,  and  yet  is  made  void  by  Regulations  which 
only  enjoin  the  reading  to  the  children  of  a  few  verses  at  the  close  of  the  school  ; 
mock  us  by  granting  permission  to  such  clergymen  as  think  they  can  do  so,  to  keep 
the  children  of  their  Church  after  school  hours  once  a  week  and,  give  them  a  Bible 
lesson  ;  do  not  do  this  and  then  call  that  adequate  religious  and  moral  instruction. 
The  experience  of  three  hundred  years  has  proved  that  the  intelligence  of  a 
community,  its  prosperity  materially,  its  civil  liberty,  its  capacity  for  self-govern- 
ment, as  well  as  its  morality,  are  intimately  bound  up  with  instruction  in  Bible 
truth.  In  evidence  of  this  compare  Germany,  Holland,  the  Protestant  cantons 
of  Switzerland,  England,  Scotland,  the  North  of  Ireland,  New  England,  Ontario, 
with  Spain,  Italy,  the  Roman  Catholic  cantons  of  Switzerland,  Southern  and 
Western  Ireland,  Louisiana  and  Mississippi,  the  Province  of  Quebec,  Mexico  ; 
surely  there  the  difference  is  marked  indeed.  Who  among  us  can  desire  that  while 
one-fourth  of  our  youth  receive  an  education  which  is  cramped  by  and  subjected 
to  clerical  control  are  denied  the  right  of  private  judgment  and  taught  the 
duty  of  unconditional  obedience  to  a  foreign  power,  Viz  :  the  Pope  of  Rome,  the 
other  three-fourths  should  be  trained  under  a  system  which  knows  no  God,  no 
revelation  of  duty,  no  hereafter,  but  inculcates,  a  purely  heathen  morality.  If 
such  a  state  of  things  should  supervene,  the  civil  and  religious  liberty  of  the 
nation  will  be  imperilled — nay,  must  soon  be  at  an  end.  In  the  interest  of  our 
nation  we  ask  for  religious  instruction  in  the  true  sense  of  that  word. 

THE    DUTY    OF    THE    STATE    WITH    REGARD    TO    THE    BIBLE. 

Once  more,  it  will  be  admitted  that  the  State  ought  to  do  whatever,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  majority,  is  best  calculated  to  make  intelligent,  law-abiding,  indus- 
trious citizens.  Now  the  vast  majority  of  the  people  of  Ontario  think  that 
religious  and  moral  instruction  in  school  will  accomplish  this.  Further,  they 
think  the  Bible  is  the  best  book  to  use  for  giving  such  instruction.  It  is,  therefore, 
right  that  the  Bible  be  used  for  this  end.  Even  if,  in  the  opinion  of  some,  it  is  a 
sectarian  book  :  and  if.  by  most  people,  it  is  thought  to  be  inspired  ;  nevertheless, 
being  the  best  book  for  the  purpose  the  Government  ought  not  to  set  it  aside, 
because  some  men  say  it  is  sectarian,  and  others  say  it  is  inspired.  Give  us  the 
best  book  on  any  and  every  subject,  and  for  religious  instruction  the  best  is 
God's  word. 

Contending,  then,  for  this  right,  we  entreat  Christian  men  to  prevent  the 
secularization  of  our  school  system  on  the  plea  that  it  is  an  easy  way  of  avoiding 
difficulties  ;  also  to  resist  the  claim  of  the  Roman  Catholic  clergy,  put  forth  by 
Bishops  Lynch  and  Cleary,  and  acknowledged  by  some  persons  in  power  as  just  ; 
to  object  to,  regulate,  or  interfere  with  the  conduct  of  our  public  schools,  because 
some  Roman  Catholic  children  attend  them.  If  Roman  Catholic  citizens  have 
any  representations  to  make,  let  them  act  in  the  same  way  as  Protestants  do,  and 
as  citizens  and  through  their  representatives  in  Parliament  approach  the  Govern- 
ment. The  Roman  Catholic  clergy  should  not  be  considered  as  speaking  for  the 
people.  In  public  school  matters  the  Roman  Catholic  clergy  should  have  no 
privilege  accorded  to  them  which  Protestant  clergy,  as  such,  do  not  enjoy.  With 
their  separate  schools  we  Protestants  do  not  interfere,  and  the  Protestant  clergy, 
as  such,  could  not  if  they  tried;  why,  then,  should  the  Archbishop,  as  the  head  oi  a 
church  or  sect,  and  not  even  a  parent  or  a  ratepayer,  be  allowed  to  pass  judg- 
ment on  the  use  of  the  Bible  or  any  other  book  on  religion  and  morals  used  by  the 
children  of  Protestant  parents  in  the  school  which  they  attend  ?  We  have  nothing 
else  to  fear,  for  so  far  as  Protestant  Christians  are  concerned  we  are  sure  that 
there  are  no  such  differences  as  to  prevent  all  uniting  in  the  use  of  the  Bible  in  our 
schools.  The  School  Act,  as  it  is,  is  in  this  respect  quite  sufficient.  The  great 
majority  of  our  teachers  not  only  may  be  trusted,  but  are  thoroughly  capable  of 
teaching  the  children  to  read  God's  word  intelligently.  We  have  confidence  in 
them.  Very  few  would  think  of  giving  their  instruction  a  doctrinal  or  sectarian 
bias,  and  if  it  were  thoughtlessly  attempted,  such  teaching  would  soon  be  authori 
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tatively  stopped.  As  for  some  using  their  position  to  destroy  the  faith  of  the 
children  we  do  not  believe  that  one  teacher  in  a  hundred  or  in  a  thousand  would  be 
so  dishonest  and  mean,  and  for  such  an  one  peremptory  dismissal  and  the  cancelling 
of  his  certificate  would  be  a  gentle  punishment  But  Christians  are  willing  to  run 
all  risks  rather  than  have  an  education  given  which  ignores  God  and  His  revealed 
will,  man's  duty  and  responsibility,  a  future  state  of  existence  and  judgment 
according  to  works.  Give  us  the  Bible  ;  taught  systematically  and  intelligently, 
and  as  carefully  and  efficiently  as  other  subjects.  The  Bible  is  at  the  foundation 
of  Protestant  liberty,  civil  and  religious  ;  our  laws  are  based  on  it  ;  our  citizens 
are  sworn  by  it;  our  literature  is  impregnated  with  it ;  it  affords  the  only  key  to 
the  noblest  and  most  glorious  achievements  of  this  nineteenth  century  civilization. 

ARE    THE    PUBLIC    SCHOOLS    PROTESTANT? 

This  may  be  a  suitable  place  for  considering  a  plausible  objection,  viz  :  "  The 
public  schools  are  not  Protestant,  in  the  Protestant  sense  of  the  term."  This  the 
Minister  of  Education  pleads  as  a  reason  for  not  using  the  Protestant  version  of 
the  Bible  in  the  schools  and  only  such  passages  as  the  Archbishop,  speaking  for 
the  Church  of  Rome,  approves  of.  The  Archbishop  himself  also  said  in  a  card, 
dated  June  25,  1886  :  "I  also  wish  to  draw  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  public 
schools  of  Ontario  are  not  Protestant  schools,  but  schools  common  to  Catholics, 
Jews  and  the  children  of  non-believers  in  any  religion,  and  all  these  may  frequent 
the  common  schools  without  their  peculiar  beliefs  being  interfered  with,  etc.  Pro- 
testants as  well  as  Catholics  can  have  their  own  separate  schools  where  their 
religious  views  may  be  inculcated  into  the  minds  of  their  children. "  This  was 
written  in  vindication  of  the  claim  which  is  made  by  the  Archbishop  and  by 
others  on  his  behalf,  as  ' '  the  recognized  head  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  in 
this  Province,  and  of  the  clergy  generally, "  to  interfere  with  the  view  of  having  the 
"prescribed  school  books  as  far  as  possible  from  subjects  reflecting  on  their  Church 
and  its  teachings."     Let  us  examine  this  position  : — 

1.  "It  is  not  true  that  Protestants  can  have  their  own  separate  schools  as  well 
Catholics.  They  are  only  permitted  to  withdraw  their  children  from  the  public 
schools  where  a  Roman  Catholic  teacher  is  employed  in  these  schools  ;  and  even 
then  the  schools  must  be  conducted  according  to  the  general  regulations  for  public 
schools,  not  by  the  Protestant  clergy  as  they  choose,  free  from  regulations,  or 
under  special  regulations  suitable  to  their  doctrinal  views  and  religious  practices, 
as  is  the  case  with  Roman  Catholic  separate  schools.  Roman  Catholics  have  a 
great  and  unfair  advantage  in  tnis  respect. 

2.  While  provision  (section  7)  is  made  for  preventing  interference  with  the 
religious  beliefs  of  anyone,  be  he  Jew,  Mormon,  Infidel  or  Roman  Catholic,  our 
school  system  is  based  on  Christianity,  and  no  one  would  think  of  inviting  or 
allowing  the  interference  of  the  chief  Jewish  Rabbi,  or  the  presiding  elder  of  a 
Mormon  community,  with  a  view  to  having  the  "  prescribed  school  books  as  free 
as  possible  from  subjects  reflecting  on  their  churches  and  tenets."  Nor  has  either 
the  president  of  the  Methodist  conference  or  the  moderator  of  the  General 
Assembly,  or  the  president  of  the  Congregational  or  Baptist  unions,  or  the  Angli- 
can bishop  put  forth  any  such  claim.  Why  then  should  the  head  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  Church  be  allowed  to  make  it  ?  Why  should  our  Government  and  public 
papers  recognize  the  claim  and  concede  the  right  to  him  ? 

3.  If  the  schools  are  based  on  Christianity,  and  as  declared  in  the  original 
regulations  of  our  system,  ' '  Christianity  is  recognized  by  common  consent 
throughout  this  Province  as  an  essential  element  of  education,  and  ought  to  per- 
vade all  the  regulations  for  elementary  instruction."  Our  schools  are  distinctively 
Christian,  and  the  religious  instruction  to  be  given  ought  to  be  Christian. 

4.  But  in  this  Province,  where  we  have  no  Greek,  Armenian  or  Coptic  form 
of  Christianity,  the  Christian  schools  must  be  either  Roman  Catholic  or  Protes- 
tant; there  is  no  intermediate  ground.  The  separate  schools  are  Roman  Catholic 
inasmuch  as  they  are  controlled  by  the  clergy  as  the  Syllabus  requires,  and  have 
the  peculiar  doctrines  and  practices  of  that  church  taught  in  them.  The  public 
schools  are  not  Roman  Catholic.  Nevertheless,  being  Christian,  they  must  be 
Protestant  Christian,  that  is  Christian,  but  not  Roman  Catholic.  For,  the  Church 
of  Rome  itself  being  judge,  every  school  or  society  which  is  not  subject  to  the 
Pope,  is  outside  the  church,  is  not  Catholic,  and  if  Christian  is  Protestant,  in  the 
wide  and  proper  sense  of  the  word,  a  non-Catholic  Christian  in  Ontario  is  a  Pro- 
testant in  the  eye  of  the  law  and  in  the  judgment  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church. 
If  there  were  no  papal  claims  there  could  be  no  protest  against  them. 
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5.  Protestantism  is  not  a  church;  Protestants  do  not  form  a  sect;  there  is  no 
such  thing  as  organized  Protestantism.  But  every  person  and  institution  that 
repudiates  the  claims  of  the  Pope  to  spiritual  and  temporal  supremacy  over  all 
men,  governments  and  institutions,  is  Protestant.  And  as  our  school  system  repu- 
diates the  claim  of  the  papacy  it  is  distinctively  and  properly  Protestant,  and  our 
educational  authorities  ought  to  be  Protestant,  i.e.,  non-Catholic,  and  to  administer 
the  schools  without  recognizing  or  asking  the  consent  or  approval  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  clergy.  Our  schools  are  Protestant,  that  is,  non-Roman  Catholic  ; 
Christian,  not  subject  to  clerical  but  to  State  control. 

6.  If  the  Roman  Catholics  had  not  separate  schools,  it  would  be  right  and 
proper  to  consider  them  in  all  matters  affecting  our  public  schools.  This  was  done 
at  first.  Bishops  McDonald  and  Chaibonnell  and  other  Roman  Catholics  had  a 
seat  in  the  Council  of  Public  Instruction  ;  and  before  separate  schools  had  a  place 
in  the  system,  Roman  Catholics  and  Protestants  were  agreed  that  Christianity 
should  be  taught  in  the  schools,  and  had  also  agreed  on  the  devotional  exercises 
that  should  be  engaged  in,  and  on  the  use  of  certain  portions  of  the  Bible.  But  the 
lioman  Catholics  preferred  and  obtained  separate  schools  which  are  not  Protestant; 
and  having  thus  withdrawn  voluntarily  from  the  public  schools,  while  their  chil- 
dren are  admitted  to  the  public  schools,  and  no  interference  with  their  religious 
views  is  permitted,  it  is  going  too  far  to  demand  also  that  their  clergy  shall  have 
the  right  to  prevent  the  non -Catholic  portion  of  the  community  being  taught  cer- 
tain subjects  because, in  the  opinion  of  the  clergy, these  subjects  reflect — no  matter 
whether  justly  or  unjustly — on  their  church  and  its  teachings.  Let  Roman  Catho- 
lics give  up  their  separate  schools  and  meet  their  fellow  citizens  on  the  ground  of 
our  common  Christianity  and  they  will  have  a  right  to  speak  on  all  school  matters 
equally  with  non-Catholic  citizens.  But  so  long  as  they  claim  and  enjoy  Roman 
Catholic  schools  and  privileges  beyond  what  Anglican,  Presbyterian  or  Methodist, 
Baptist  or  Congregational  citizens  enjoy,  we  must  say  "  hands  off,"  let  the  other 
Christians — non-Catholics — have  their  way.  At  the  same  time  Roman  Catholic 
children  are  welcome  to  the  public  schools  and  their  religious  privileges  will  be 
respected. 

THE    SEPARATE    SCHOOL    LAW. 

Finding  it  avowed  by  Mr.  Kerr,  approved  by  the  Hon.  Mr.  Mowat,  and 
fiercely  maintained  by  the  Government  organ,  that  it  was  the  proper  thing  to 
consult  the  Roman  Catholic  clergy  and  obtain  their  approval  regarding  the 
selections  from  Scripture  which  ought  to  be  used  in  our  public  schools,  some  who 
thought  that  the  Roman  Catholic  clergy  ought  not  to  have  that  right  conceded  to 
them,  began  to  look  more  closely  than  they  had  done  into  the  late  amendments  in 
the  school  law,  more  particularly  as  regards  their  effect  on  the  public  schools  in 
their  relation  to  the  separate  schools,  and  so  ascertain  what  further  concessions 
had  been  made  to  the  Roman  Catholic  clergy.  That  many  improvements  had 
been  made  in  late  years  was  at  once  manifest,  but  it  startled  some  to  see  how 
adroitly  and  systematically  and  noiselessly  everything  had  been  done  towards 
making  the  Roman  Catholic  separate  schools  thoroughly  efficient,  while  for  the 
Protestant  separate  schools  nothing  of  a  like  nature  had  been  attempted.  It  also 
became  evident  that  some  of  these  amendments  tended  to  withdraw  Roman 
Catholic  ratepayers  from  supporting  the  public  schools,  without  their  knowledge 
or  consent,  at  the  same  time  making  it  very  difficult  for  them  again  to  become 
public  school  supporters.  On  further  enquiry  it  became  apparent  that  in  this  way 
the  separate  Roman  Catholic  schools  had  gained  an  undue  advantage.  The  Separate 
Schools  Act  of  1886  speaks  for  itself.  It  most  certainly  requires  to  be  amended,  if 
Protestants  are  to  have  equal  rights  with  Pvoman  Catholics.  We  propose  now  to 
show  this. 

The  fifth  section  of  the  School  Act  reads  thus  :  "  The  Minister  ol  Education 
shall  report  annually  to  the  Lieutenant-Governor,  upon  the  normal,  model,  high, 
public  and  separate  schools."  In  accordance  with  this  a  report  is  annually  sub- 
mitted and  is  laid  before  the  Legislature.  But  it  is  noteworthy  that  in  this  report 
there  is  no  mention  made  of  Protestant  separate  schools,  nor  of  the  school  sections 
in  which  Roman  Catholic  teachers  are  employed,  where  alone  Protestant  separate 
schools  may  be  established.  Why  is  this  information  withheld  ?  The  public  would 
never  have  known  that  such  schools  existed  in  Ontario  had  not  a  news- 
paper correspondent  asserted  that  he  knew  of  one  in  Penetanguishene,  where  he 
resides,  and  he  understood  there  were  two  or  three  others  in  the  country.  After 
this  the  Minister  of  Education,  in  an  electioneering   speech,  corroborated   that 
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statement,  and  solemnly  averred  that  there  were  such  institutions,  by  way  of  showing 
that  Roman  Catholics  were  not  more  favored  under  the  school  system  than 
Protestants.  How  many  such  schools  there  are,  where  they  are  situated,  how  they 
are  attended,  how  they  prosper,  under  what  special  regulations  they  are  conducted, 
are  matters  belonging  to  the  mysteries  of  the  Department,  which,  for  reasons 
doubtless  good  and  sufficient,  are  carefully  screened  from  public  gaze.  Now, 
why  is  this  information  withheld  ?  If  it  is  right  for  Roman  Catholics  to  have 
separate  schools  wherever  they  choose,  it  is  equally  the  right,  legally  and  morally, 
of  Protestant  parents,,  where  the  public  school  teacher  is  a  Roman  Catholic,  to  have 
their  separate  schools  ;  and  if  such  schools  exist  the  Minister  of  Education  should 
comply  with  the  law  and  report  them.  Perhaps  the  Report  of  1888  will  give  us 
this  valuable  and  interesting  information,  that  is,  unless  it  is  the  purpose  of  the 
Government,  while  developing  as  fully  as  possible  and  making  thoroughly  efficient 
Roman  Catholic  separate  schools,  to  discourage  Protestant  separate  schools,  and 
by  having  them  subject  to  the  restrictions  and  vexatious  disabilities,  from  which 
the  former  have  been  set  free,  quietly  to  strangle  these  troublesome  institutions 
.  and  remove  them  wholly  from  our  school  system. 

Let  us  now  look  at  the  conditions  under  which  a  Protestant  separate  school 
may  be  established.  The  municipal  council  establishes  the  school  and  prescribes 
the  limit  of  the  section  ;  such  a  school  is  allowed  only  in  a  section  in  which  the 
teacher  is  a  Roman  Catholic  ;  any  one  sending  children  to  the  school  or  subscribing 
at  least  as  much  as  his  public  school  rates  would  come  to  is  exempt  from  public 
school  rates  as  long  as  he  sends  to  or  subscribes  for  the  school ;  the  school  shall 
share  in  the  legislative  grant ;  the  trustees  shall  transmit  to  the  Inspector,  in  June 
and  December  each  year,  the  names  of  the  supporters  of  the  school  and  of  the 
children,  also  the  amounts  subscribed  and  the  average  attendance.  It  will  be  seen 
at  a  glance  that  there  cannot  be  a  Protestant  separate  school  in  any  city  or  town 
where  a  Protestant  teacher  is  employed  ;  they  are  intended  only  for  districts  in 
which  the  majority  is  Roman  Catholic,  and  even  then  if  the  teacher  be  nominally 
a  Protestant,  though  the  whole  control  of  the  school  is  in  the  hand  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  priest,  the  Protestants  are  helpless,  they  cannot  have  a  school.  The 
council  also  may  restrict  the  section  in  such  a  way  as  to  prevent  the  establishment 
of  a  school.  Now,  let  us  ask  how  it  is  with  Roman  Catholic  schools  in  these 
respects.  They  can  have  a  separate  school  in  any  section,  even  if  the  teacher  of 
the  public  school  be  nominally  a  Roman  Catholic.  Every  school  has  a  territory 
extending  for  a  radius  of  three  miles  from  the  school  house  ;  any  Roman  Catholic, 
on  giving  notice  to  the  clerk  of  the  municipality,  can  become  a  supporter  ;  the  list 
of  such  supporters  with  their  contributions  is  not  required  to  be  given  in  twice  a 
year  by  the  trustees.  Every  Roman  Catholic  who  says  he  is  such,  or  is  known  to 
be  such,  or  is  stated  by  a  third  party  to  be  such,  is  put  down  by  the  assessor  as  a 
supporter  of  such  school,  if  he  lives  within  three  miles  of  it  ;  the  school  rates  are 
raised  by  assessment  the  same  as  for  public  schools.  All  property  occupied  by 
Roman  Catholics,  a  Roman  Catholic's  portion  in  a  company's  property  within  three 
miles  of  a  school,  and  unoccupied  land  belonging  to  a  Roman  Catholic,  may  be 
prima  facie  put  down  as  assessed  for  the  support  of  Roman  Catholic  schools. 

Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  if  a  Protestant  separate  school  is  established,  it  has 
not  the  advantages  of  the  Roman  Catholic  school  in  several  respects.  Besides  the 
points  noted  above,  observe  further  that  the  property  occupied  by  Protestants 
within  three  miles  is  not  prima  facie  assessable  for  the  Protestant  school,  far  less  the 
unoccupied  lands  belonging  to  them,  nor  can  the  property  of  a  company,  one  partner 
of  which  is  a  Protestant,  be  exempted  from  public  school  taxes,  and  no  place  on  the 
assessor's  roll  is  given  for  Protestant  separate  school  supporters.  It  may  not  be  an 
easy  thing  to  adjust  all  these  matters  ;  but  if  Protestant  separate  schools  are 
to  be  maintained  they  should  mutatis  mutandis  enjoy  every  privilege  extended  to 
the  Roman  Catholic  schools.  But  the  most  setious  matter  regarding  separate 
schools  is  the  effect  of  the  assessment  clauses  on  the  public  schools.  There  is  a 
wide  difference  of  opinion  regarding  the  meaning  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  in 
the  matter  of  assessment  for  separate  schools.  Hon.  Messrs.  Ross  and  Mowat, 
have  publicly  committed  themselves  to  the  following  interpretation  : — 

1.  Every  Roman  Catholic  ratepayer  is  primarily  a  supporter  of  public  schools  ; 

and  continues  such  until  he  voluntarily  withdraws. 

2.  In  order  to  withdraw  he  must,  "  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  March,  in  any 

year,  give  to  the  clerk  of  the  municipality,  notice  in  writing  that  he  is  a 
Roman  Catholic  and  supporter  of  a  separate  school,"  etc.  (Section  41.) 
On  giving  this  notice  he  is  to  receive  a  certificate  to  that  effect  from  the 
clerk.     (Section  42.) 
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3.  Thereafter  he  continues  to  be  a  separate  school  supporter,  unless  he  withdraws 
by  giving  "  notice  in  writing  to  the  clerk,  before  the  second  Wednesday 
in  January  of  any  year. "  (Section  48. )  Now,  it  was  ascertained  last  year 
that  in  very  few  places  was  the  law  in  this  respect  observed.  People 
generally,  both  Protestant  and  Roman  Catholic  took  for  granted  that  any 
Roman  Catholic  who  did  not  express  a  contrary  desire  was  properly  a 
separate  school  supporter.  And  the  practice  accorded  generally  with 
that  assumption.  This  impression  (a  mistake  according  to  Messrs.  Ross 
and  Mowat)  arose  from  the  provisions  of  Section  41.  (1)  "  The  assessor 
or  assessors  .  .  .  shall,  in  the  assessment  roll,  set  down  the  religion  of 
the  persons  taxable,  distinguishing  between  Protestant  and  Roman 
Catholic,  and  whether  supporters  of  public  or  separate  schools,"  etc.  (2) 
"  The  assessor  shall  accept  the  statement  of,  or  made  on  behalf  of,  any 
ratepayer,  that  he  is  a  Roman  Catholic,  as  sufficient  prima  fa  cie  evidence 
for  placing  such  person  in  the  proper  column  of  the  assessment  roll  for 
separate  school  purposes,  or  if  the  assessor  knows  personally  any  ratepayer 
to  be  a  Roman  Catholic,  this  shall  also  be  sufficient  for  placing  him  on 
such  last  mentioned  column." 
Section  «<2  further  provides  that   "the  occupant  or  tenant  shall  be  deemed 

and  taken  to  be  the  person     .     .     .     for  determing  whether  such  rates  shall  be 

applied  to  public  or  separate  school  purposes." 

From  these  sections  it  was  inferred,  rightly  or  wrongly  : 

1.  That  every  Roman  Catholic  ratepayer  is  to  be  assessed  as  a  separate  school 

supporter,  and  that  the  fact  that  he  is  a  Roman  Catholic   "  determines  " 
that  his  rates  shall  be  applied  to  separate  schools. 

2.  As  nothing  is  said  in  the  Act  as  to  the  expressed  wish  of  the  ratepayer  ; 

it  was  assumed  that  the  assessor  is  required  to  put  down  every  one  whom 
he  knows  or  is  informed  to  be  a  Roman  Catholic  for  separate  schools,  no 
matter  what  the  ratepayer's  wish  may  be,  or  how  expressed  to  the  assessor. 
This,  however,  Messrs.  Ross  and  Mowat  say,  is  not  the  proper  interpretation. 
The  former  says  that  the  Act  of  the  assessor  is  "  merely  a  clerical  action,"  and  that 
even  if  the  ratepayer  has  told  the  assessor  to  put  him  down  for  separate  schools, 
doing  so  can  have  no  effect  unless  the  notice  of  section  41  has  been  given.     "  The 
preliminary  notice  has  not  been  dispensed  with — on  the  contrary,  it  is  expressly 
continued  by  the  41st  section  of  the  Act  of  last  session,  the  section  which   gives 
Romon  Catholics  exemption  from  school  rates  ;  and  any  Protestant  or  other  rate- 
payer    .     .     .     may  object  to  the  exemption  before  the  Court  of  Revision,  on  the 
ground  that  the  necessary  preliminary  notice  was  not  given  ;  and  he  may  do   so 
without  the  consent,  and  even  contrary  to  the  wish  of,  the  ratepaper  whose  case  is 
in  question.' 

The  section  regarding  appeal  to  the  Revision  Court  is  41  :  (3)  "  The  Court  of 
Revision  shall  try  and  determine  all  complaints  in  regard  to  persons  in  these 
particulars,  alleged  to  be  wrongfully  placed  upon  or  omitted  from  the  roll,"  etc. 

What,  then,  is  to  be  done  :  (1)  Every  Roman  Catholic  nolens  volens  has  been 
entered  on  the  assessor's  roll  as  a  separate  school  supporter.  (2)  The  assessor  has 
no  way  of  knowing  who  have  or  have  not  given  the  preliminary  notice  of  section 
41  ;  nor,  if  he  did  know,  does  the  Act  empower  h  m  to  change  the  roll  in  view  of 
such  notice.  (3)  The  clerk  who  knows  who  have  given  the  notice  has  no  power  to 
change  the  roll.  (4)  No  objection  by  the  ratepayer  himself  or  by  any  other  rate- 
payer is  taken  before  the  Court  of  Revision.  (5)  Hence  every  Roman  Catholic 
remains  as  assessed,  and  all  the  taxes  go  to  separate  schools.  This  is  just  what  was 
done  in  nine  cases  out  often,  and  no  question  was  raised,  until  last  November,  about 
the  notice  of  section  41.  Then,  however,  it  was  found  necessary  to  defend  the 
Act,  and  then,  for  the  first  time,  was  promulgaced  by  the  Hon.  Messrs.  Mowat  and 
Ross,  the  idea  that  recourse  might  be  had  to  the  Court  of  Revision.  And  the 
public  was  made  aware  that  the  law  had  for  years  been  habitually  violated.  It 
was  resolved,  however,  to  test  the  law  in  the  matter,  and  the  case  of  two  men  who 
declared  that  they  had  never  given  the  preliminary  notice,  whose  children  attended 
the  public  school,  who,  against  their  wish,  were  assessed  as  separate  school  sup- 
porters, and  whose  taxes  had  gone  to  separate  schools,  was  brought  before  the 
Court  of  Revision.  The  court  refused  to  make  any  change  in  the  assessment,  and 
it  was  appealed  to  the  county  judge  in  Wentworth.  The  decision  of  Judge  Sinclair, 
instead  of  confirming  the  interpretation  of  Messrs.  Ross  and  Mowat,  is  in  direct 
opposition  to  it.  The  appeal  was  dismissed  and  the  assessment  was  confirmed. 
We  now  give  the  learned  judge's  view  of  the  case  and  his  reasons  for  it  : — 
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judge  Sinclair's  decision  in  the  dundas  cases. 

The  following  is  the  text  of  the  judgment  of  Judge  Sinclair,  County  Jtidg* 
of  Went  worth,  in  the  cases  of  the  appeals  from  the  Court  of  Revision  of  two  Roman 
Catholics  who  wished  to  be  relieved  from  the  payment  of  separate  school  taxes,  in 
order  that  they  might  send  their  children  to  the  public  school : — 

In  the  matter  of  an  appeal  against  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Revision  for  the 
town  of  Dundas,  for  the  year  1887  : 

Wm.  Land  and  Angus  Mcintosh,  appellants. 

These  men  are  admittedly  both  Roman  Catholics,  and  during  the  year  1886 
were  assessed  as  supporters  of  the  I!oman  Catholic  separate  school  at  Dundas. 

I  must  assume  that  they  were  properly  so  assessed.  During  the  present  year 
each  of  them  conceived  the  idea  of  becoming  a  supporter  of  the  public  schools  and 
desired  to  sever  their  connection  as  supporters  of  the  Roman  Catholic  separate 
school.  They  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Revision  and  that  court  confirmed  the 
assessment.  They  now  appeal  therefrom  to  the  Judge  of  the  county,  pursuant  to 
the  statute. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  48th  section  of  the  Separate  Schools  Act  (49 
Vic. ,  chap.  46,  Ontario,)  governs  their  cases.  It  is  there  provided  that  "any  Roman 
Catholic  who  may  desire  to  withdraw  his  support  from  a  separate  school  shall  give 
notice  in  writing  to  the  clerk  of  the  municipality  before  the  second  Wednesday  in 
January  in  any  year,  otherwise  he  shall  be  deemed  a  supporter  of  such  school." 
These  words  appear  to  me  very  plain,  and  require  no  imagination  to  interpret  the 
meaning  of  the  Legislature.  \\  hen  a  statute,  having  a  definite  object,  in  plain 
English  expreses  itself  as  our  Legislature  has  here  done,  we  need  not  seek  for 
latent  meanings  or  apply  to  it  any  strained  construction. 

In  Maxwell  on  Statutes  it  is  laid  down  in  construing  a  statute  that,  "the 
correct  rule  is  to  construe  Acts  of  Parliament  according  to  their  grammatical  and 
natural  sense,  unless  the  context  shows  clearly  that  a  different  sense  was  intended.'' 
1st  Ed.  Boyes  195  and  196,  Doe  v.  Considine  and  Wallace,  (U.  S.  A.,)  459.  In  the 
case  under  consideration  these  men  were,  during  the  year  1886,  assessed  as  sup- 
porters of  the  Dundas  separate  school,  whether  rightly  or  wrongly  so  it  is  not  for 
us  now  to  enquire.  R.  S.  0.,  cap.  180,  sees.  57  and  65.  By  these  sections  they 
are  made  final  and  conclusive. 

London  Fire  Insurance  Co.  v.  City  of  London,  11th,  R.  592,  and  cases  there 
cited.  Being  so  assessed  for  1886  they  must  be  presumed  to  desire  to  continue  so, 
unless  they  choose  to  determine  their  position  as  separate  school  supporters  under 
the  48th  sec.  of  the  Separate  Schools  Act,  already  quoted.  In  neither  of  these 
cases  did  the  appellants  do  so.  They  must,  therefore,  be  classed  as  continuing 
supporters  of  the  separate  school.  They  must,  to  be  in  any  other  position,  give 
the  notice  within  the  prescribed  time.  They  cannot  elect  afterwards,  and  being 
separate  school  supporters  of  the  year  1885,  and  not  having  determined  that  relation 
in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  the  statute,  they  must,  under  sec.  48,  be  deemed 
supporters  of  such  school. 

In  the  same  manner,  if  a  ratepayer  has  been  assessed  for  common  school 
purposes,  he  cannot  change  his  position  as  such  unless  he  has  given,  before  the  18th 
of  March  in  any  year,  the  notice  of  his  desire  to  change  to  a  separate  school  sup- 
porter as  provided  for  under  the  41st  section  of  the  Separate  Schools  Act. 

In  re  Birdsdale  and  Brush,  22  N.  C.  R.,  122  : 

It  was  argued  that  the  Court  of  Revision  could,  on  appeal,  change  the  status 
of  the  parties  and  declare  whether  they  should  be  separate  or  public  school  sup- 
porters, according  to  the  facts  appearing  before  them  and  without  any  notice. 
This  is  not  law.  The  duty  of  the  Court  of  Revision  is,  where  an  appeal  is  properly 
lodged,  to  alter,  change  or  amend,  according  to  the  facts,  the  assessment  made  ; 
but  not  to  declare  who  is  the  subject  of  assessment  or  of  assessment  in  a  particular 
way.     They  can  only  alter  their  assessment  as  the  law  prescribes. 

Tobey  v.  Wilson,  43  Q.  B. ,  230,  per  Armour,  J. 

In  these  cases  these  remarks  bear  no  particular  application,  because  the  Court 
of  Revision  has  not  altered  the  assessment  but  on  the  contrary  confirmed  it. 

I  have  virtually  determined  the  only  other  point  raised,  viz.  ;  That  the  appel- 
lants who  had  previously  been  assessed  as  public  school  supporters  have,  for 
the  years  1883,  1884  and  1885,  and  Mcintosh  for  1884,  never  given  notice  of  their 
desire  to  change  to  separate  school  supporters  under  the  41st  section  of  the  Public- 
Schools  Act.  I  repeat  that  they  never  appealed  against  their  assessment  aa 
separate  school  supporters,  allowed  without  objection  their  assessment  to  be  con- 
firmed, paid  their  taxes  no  doubt,  and  cannot  now  be  allowed  to  question  the 
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correctness  of  such  assessment.  If  they  wish  to  become  supporters  of  public 
schools  again  each  of  them  must  pursue  that  course  which  the  statute  points  out 
and  give  the  reqiiired  notice. 

The  decisions  of  the  Dundas  Court  of  Revision  are  therefore  affirmed.  No 
costs  to  either  party. 

See  Harling  vs.  Maysville,  21  C.P.,  499. 

Free  vs.  McHugh,  24  C.P.,  13. 

J.  S.  Sinclair. 

1.  He  assumed  that  inasmuch  as  these  ratepayers  are  Roman  Catholics,  were 
assessed  and  placed  on  the  assessor's  roll  as  separate  school  supporters  in  ]  886  ; 
did  not  appeal  against  the  assessment,  allowed  it  to  be  confirmed  and  paid  their 
taxes,  they  were  "  properly  assessed  "  and  must  be  presumed  to  desire  to  continue 
separate  school  supporters  in  1887,  and  cannot  now  be  allowed  to  question  the 
correctness  of  such  assessment. 

2.  It  is  decided  that  they  must  continue  to  be  separate  school  supporters  until 
they  give  notice  to  the  clerk  of  the  municipality,  according  to  section  48,  that  they 
withdraw  from  being  separate  school  supporters. 

3.  That  in  order  to  become  a  separate  school  supporter,  it  is  not  necessary  for 
a  Roman  Catholic  to  give  notice  according  to  section  41.  The  judge  declined  to 
enquire  whether  these  men  had  done  so,  as  being  immaterial.  He  holds  that  a 
Roman  Catholic  once  assessed  for  separate  schools  remains  such  until  he  gives 
notice  according  to  section  48  ;  and  that  a  ratepayer  once  assessed  for  public 
schools  remains  such  until  he  gives  notice  according  to  section  41. 

4.  It  is  decided  that  "  it  is  not  law,"  that  the  Court  of  Revision  could,  on 
appeal,  change  the  status  of  the  parties  and  declare  whether  they  should  be  separate 
school  or  public  school  supporters,  according  to  the  facts  appearing  before  them 
without  notice.  The  Court  of  Revision  may  alter,  change  or  amend,  according  to 
the  facts,  the  assessment  made  ;  but  it  may  not  declare  who  is  the  subject  of  assess- 
ment or  of  assessment  in  a  particular  way  ;  they  can  only  alter  the  assessment  as 
the  law  prescribes. 

5.  Further,  it  is  decided  that  a  Roman  Catholic  ratepayer  who,  per  incuriam, 
or  per  ignorantiam,  or  for  any  reason,  has  allowed  himself  to  be  assessed  for  separate 
schools,  is  debarred  from  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Revision,  or  from  putting  in  the  plea 
that  he  never  wished  to  be  assessed,  never  directed  the  assessor  so  to  assess  him, 
and  never  gave  notice  according  to  section  41.  Once  assessed  as  a  separate  school 
supporter,  his  only  remedy  is  to  withdraw  according  to  section  48.  And  as  that 
requires  to  be  done  before  the  second  Wednesday  of  January  in  any  year,  it  follows 
that  no  Roman  Catholic  who  is  assessed  after  that  day  has  any  remedy  whatever 
until  the  following  year — and  it  is  to  be  noted  that  as  the  assessment  is  always 
made  after  the  second  Wednesday  of  January — cannot  possibly  be  made  before 
that  time  ;  every  Roman  Catholic  at  his  first  assessment  (section  49  (2)  )  must  have 
his  name  placed  on  the  roll  as  a  separate  school  supporter,  must  pay  the  taxes  to 
separate  schools  for  that  year,  and  for  all  succeeding  years,  unless  he  gives  notice 
in  writing  to  the  clerk  of  the  municipality  according  to  section  48. 

Note,  now,  the  important  differences  between  the  judge's  decision  and  the 
opinion  expressed  by  Messrs.  Ross  and  Mowat  : — 

1.  The  judffe  says  :  Every  Roman  Catholic  is  prima  facie  a  separate  school 
supporter,  and  is  properly  so  assessed.  The  politicians  say:  Every  Roman  Catholic, 
unless  he  has  given  notice  of  withdrawal  (section  41),  is  a  public  school  sup- 
porter.    Which  is  right  ? 

2.  The  judge  says  :  If  once  so  assessed,  he  must  continue  a  separate  school 
supporter  until  he  gives  notice  of  withdrawal.  The  politicians  say  :  The  entry 
by  the  assessor  of  a  Roman  Catholic's  name,  as  a  separate  school  supporter,  is 
"merely  a  clerical  act  "  that  has  no  value  and  is  not  conclusive,  unless  the  primary 
notice  of  section  41  has  been  given.     Which  is  right  ? 

3.  The  politicians  say  that  the  Roman  Catholic  ratepayer  himself,  or 
any  other  ratepayer,  may  object,  and  bring  before  the  Court  of  Revision  a  case 
of  which  a  Roman  Catholic,  against  his  expressed  wish,  or  without  his 
knowledge,  or  without  having  *"  given  the  primary  notice  of  clause  41,  has 
been  put  down  as  a  separate  school  supporter  ;  and  that  the  Court  of  Devision, 
and,  if  it  refuses,  the  County  Judge,  may  remove  the  name  from  the  column 
of  separate  school  to  that  of  public  schoo1  supporters,  when  the  taxes  will 
go  to  the  public  schools.  The  judge  says,  "This  is  not  law."  The  Court 
of  Revision  cannot  declare  who  is  the  subject  of  assessment,  or  of  assessment 
in  a  particular  way.     The  Court  of  Revision  or  judge  in    such   a  case  has  not 
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to  enquire  whether  the  ratepaper  "  is  rightly  or  wrongly  assessed  "  as  a  supporter 
of  the  separate  school  ;  they  cannot  go  behind  the  assessment  roll,  or  consider  the 
facts  of  the  case,  or  "  change  the  status  of  the  parties,  and  declare  whether  they 
should  be  supporters  of  separate  or  public  schools. "  Which  is  right?  The  language 
of  both  parties  is  decided.  The  judge  says,  of  the  opinion  of  Messrs.  Ross  and 
Mowat,  "It  is  not  law."  Mr.  Mowat  says  of  the  assertion,  that  the  enactment  of 
1869,  did  not  "give  authority  to  the  Court  of  Revision  to  correct  errors  in  dis- 
tinguishing between  supporters  of  public  or  separate  schools."  "  It  is  quite 
dear  that  this  is  not  so,  and  complaint  can  be  made  in  regard  to  any  particulars 
alleged  to  be  wrongfully  placed  upon  or  omitted  from  the  roll."  When  the  courts 
and  the  law-makers  differ,  how  shall  laymen  decide  ? 

4.  Mr.  Mowat  further  said,  "  These  Acts  [1869,  1871]  substituted  the  assessor 
for  the  clerk,  and  gave  the  right  of  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Revision  and  the  County 
Judge."  Mr.  Mowat  probably  means  here  that  the  making  out  of  the  roll  now 
became  the  work  of  the  assessor  and  not  of  the  clerk  of  the  municipality,  as  it 
formerly  had  been,  according  to  the  last  part  of  clause  41 — which  is  now  repealed. 
But  the  Act  fails  to  give  the  assessor  directions  as  to  ascertaining  who  had  given 
the  notice  required  by  the  first  part  of  section  41,  or  to  making  up  his  roll  in 
accordance  with  such  notices,  and  simply  requires  him  to  enter,  prima  fa>ie,  in  the 
separate  school  column  every  ratepayer  professing  to  be,  or  known  by  him  to  be, 
or  concerning  whom  he  has  been  told  by  a  third  party,  that  he  is  a  Roman  Catholic. 
The  assessor  then  is  done  with  the  roll ;  and  the  roll  thus  made  out,  according  to 
Judge  Sinclair,  cannot  be  changed.  According  to  Mr.  Mowat  it  may  be  changed 
by  the  Court  of  Revision  or  County  Judge.  But  as  the  assessor  has  been  substi- 
tuted for  the  clerk,  hac  vice  it  is  evident  that  no  way  is  provided  for  adjusting  his 
roll  to  the  notices  which  may  have  been  given  according  to  section  41.  In  this 
uncertainty  what  is  to  be  done  ?  The  law  can  surely  be  made  more  simple  and 
intelligible.  It  is  intended  to  guide  common  people  and  should  not  be  so  intricate 
as  to  require  the  skill  of  a  Philadelphia  lawyer  to  discover  its  meaning.  But  until 
it  is  amended  what  is  to  be  done  ?  When  next  January  comes,  must  every  Roman 
Catholic  who  wishes  to  send  his  children  to  the  public  schools  in  1888  give  notice 
of  his  withdrawal  (section  48),  and  get  his  certificate  to  that  effect  (section  48  (2)  ), 
and  then  tell  the  assessor,  when  he  comes  round  in  February  or  March,  that  he  is  a 
public  school  supporter  ?  Is  the  assessor  then,  in  view  of  that  certificate,  at  liberty, 
although  he  knows  him  to  be  a  Roman  Catholic,  to  put  his  name  down  for  public 
achoohj,  or  must  he  put  him  down  for  separate  schools,  and  tell  him  to  appeal  to 
the  Court  of  Revision  ?  If  appeal  is  taken,  has  the  Court  of  Revision  power  to 
change  his  status,  on  production  of  his  certificate  (clause  48  (2) ),  and  if  the  court 
refuses,  has  the  County  Judge  power  to  make  the  change  ?  How  is  any  Roman 
Catholic  ratepayer,  who  for  the  first  time  comes  into  a  municipality,  or  has  in  1887 
been  assessed  for  separate  schools,  to  secure  the  liberty  and  privilege  of  sending  his 
children  to  the  public  school  in  1888,  and  of  being  a  public  school  supporter  in  all 
time  to  come  ? 

Again,  if  a  Roman  Catholic  comes  for  the  first  time  into  a  municipality  and 
wishes  to  send  his  children  to  a  separate  school,  what  has  he  to  do  ?  Will  the 
fact  that  he  is  placed  by  the  assessor  in  the  column  of  separate  school  supporters 
suffice  ?  or  must  he  also  give  notice  to  the  clerk,  before  the  first  day  of  March, 
according  to  section  41,  and  get  a  certificate  according  to  section  42  ?  To  whom  is 
that  certificate  to  be  shown  ?  Is  it  intended  for  the  Court  of  Revision  in  case  of 
appeal?  or  is  it  to  be  shown  to  the  assessor  to  justify  him  in  putting  the  name  down 
for  separate  schools  ?  If  any  appeal  should  be  made  against  the  assessment  for 
separate  schools  of  any  Roman  Catholic  ratepayer,  who  has  not  given  the  primary 
notice  of  section  41,  should  the  Court  of  Revision  or  the  County  Judge,  for  want 
of  that  notice,  take  his  name  trom  the  separate  school  column  and  put  it  in  the 
public  school  column  ?  These  are  practical  questions  in  which  all  ratepayers  and 
school  boards,  both  public  and  separate,  are  deeply  interested  and  must  take  action. 
But  when  judge  and  statesman  contradict  each  other,  how  is  the  citizen  to  act  ? 

There  are  other  provisions  in  the  separate  school  law,  viz.  :  Sections  47,  51- 
53,  62,  which  undoubtedly  have  the  merit  of  tending  to  make  the  Roman  Catholic 
separate  schools  more  efficient  and  of  doing  justice  to  our  Roman  Catholic  fellow- 
citizens,  and  which,  so  long  as  separate  schools  exist,  are  wise,  and  have  the  approval 
of  all  reasonable  men.  We  only  ask  that  like  privileges  be  granted  to  Protestant 
separate  schools  in  order  to  their  efficiency,  and  with  a  view  to  equal  rights  between 
Protestant  and  Roman  Catholic.  There  are,  however,  two  other  clauses  which  do 
not  thus  commend  themselves. 

Section  66  establishes  separate  model  schools  for  Roman  Catholics.     Now,  if 
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•our  county  model  schools  are  not  distinctively  Protestant,  what  need  is  there  of 
these  ?  But  if  it  is  proper  that  Roman  Catholics  have  their  teachers  trained  in 
the  doctrines  and  practices  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  in  these  model  schools, 
why  should  Protestants  be  denied  a  like  privilege  in  their  schools  ?  Having 
Roman  Catholic  model  schools,,  no  Roman  Catholic  teacher  need  attend  the  other 
model  schools.  Surely  it  is  as  important  that  Protestant  teachers  be  trained  in  the 
principles  and  practices  of  religion,  which  are  common  to  all  Protestants,  as  that 
the  Roman  Catholic  teachers  be  trained  in  Romanism.  And  yet  further,  when  no 
Protestant  teacher  can  be  employed  in  separate  schools,  is  it  right  that  teachers 
trained  in  separate  schools,  primary  and  model,  should  be  eligible  as  teachers  in 
the  public  schools?  The  books  in  which  they  have  been  trained  are  widely 
different,  the  readers  and  histories  contain  many  things  offensive  to  Protestants, 
and  they  are  utterly  unacquainted  with  the  Protestant  readers,  Protestant  histories, 
Protestant  Bible,  and  Protestant  methods.  Can  it  then  be  right  that  men  and 
women  so  trained  should  be  eligible  for  schools  frequented  chiefly,  or  wholly,  by 
Protestant  children  ?  There  can  be  no  difference  of  opinion  here,  and  yet  there  is 
nothing  in  the  law  to  prevent  this  being  done. 

Section  67  gives  separate  school  boards  power  to  appoint  a  member  on  the 
high  school  board  of  the  municipality  in  which  it  is  situated.  This  privilege  has 
been  granted  with  the  view  of  encouraging  Roman  Catholic  students  to  attend  the 
high  schools.  The  design  is  commendable,  the  means  adopted  highly  objectionable. 
Will  a  like  privilege  be  conceded  to  Protestant  separate  schools  in  municipalities 
where  the  teachers  of  public  schools  are  Roman  Catholics,  and  where,  being  in  the 
majority,  the  Roman  Catholics,  properly  enough,  control  the  municipal  councils, 
and  may,  if  they  choose,  fill  the  high  school  board  with  Roman  Catholics  ?  We 
fear  not.  But  in  any  event  it  is  class  legislation  of  the  worst  kind  to  give 
privileges  to  Roman  Catholics  as  citizens  over  and  above  those  which  they  enjoy 
in  common  with  their  fellow-citizens. 

A    PLEA    FOR    A    RECONSIDERATION    OF    THE    SCHOOL    LAW. 

In  view  of  the  above  statements,  we  appeal  with  confidence  to  every  man  of 
intelligence,  and  possessed  of  a  sense  of  justice  and  a  desire  to  deal  fairly  as  between 
man  and  man,  and  ask  :  Does  not  our  school  law  require  reconsideration  at  the 
hands  of  our  legislators  ?  What  we  ask  for  is  not  more  tinkering  and  patching  : 
but  a  simple,  intelligible  law,  free  from  onerous  and  useless  detail,  and  which 
recognizes  that  the  school  boards  of  our  Province  consist  of  educated  men,  who 
can  be  trusted  to  walk  without  leading  strings  and  desire  to  do  what  is  right, 
fair,  just  and  expedient.  In  course  of  the  foregoing  discussion,  we  hope  it  has 
become  clear  to  the  reader  that,  in  the  interests  of  education  in  our  Province 
changes  are  desirable,  we  may  say  indispensable.  We  ask  for  these  changes 
altogether  aside  from  any  consideration  of  what  party  is  now  in  power,  or  who  is 
responsible  for  the  changes  which  have  been  made.  It  is  matter  of  satisfaction  to 
every  patriotic  citizen  that  all  classes  and  creeds  have  access  to  schools,  and  we 
wish  every  school  to  be  as  excellent  as  possible.  At  the  same  time  we  cannot  help 
feeling  that  the  Protestant  community  of  Ontario  are  deprived  of  many  privileges 
which  Roman  Catholics  enjoy,  and,  although  asked  to  grant  these  privileges,  the 
Government  is  unwilling  to  do  what  might  and  should  be  done. 

We  ask  no  change  in  the  statute  in  the  matter  of  religious  instruction  ;  but 
we  do  ask  that  the  general  regulations  be  framed  in  the  spirit  of  the  statutes,  and 
shall  be  such  as  will  secure  for  our  children  systematic  instruction  in  Scripture 
truth  and  Christian  morality.  The  Roman  Catholics  have  all  they  desire,  why 
cannot  Protestants  have  what  they  desire?  The  conscience  clause  will  protect  the 
one  in  seventy,  who,  on  secularistic  grounds,  objects  to  the  Bible,  and  surely  no  one 
will  maintain  that  the  other  sixty -nine  are  to  forego  their  privilege,  or  be  denied 
their  earnest  desire  because  this  one  man  objects.  Christian  parents  generally 
wish  the  Bible  again  to  be  taught  in  the  school  as  it  was  at  first  under  our  system , 
and  do  not  wish  the  obligatory  studies  to  exclude  Bible  instruction.  We  have 
shown  that  the  "  Scripture  Selections  "  is  not  such  a  book  as  meets  this  wish,  and 
is  properly  objected  to.  We  are  satisfied  that  arrangements  could  easily  be  made 
for  reading  the  Bible  by  the  pupils  from  the  book  itself  without  reading  every 
chapter  and  verse  thereof.  We  also  believe  that  our  teachers  generally  can  be 
fully  trusted  in  the  matter.  They  are  as  a  class  discreet  and  judicious,  and  can 
have  no  object  in  making  an  improper  use  of  God's  word.  There  may  be  a  few 
who  are  so  devoid  of  principle  and  honesty,  as  to  think  of  using  their  position  for 
upsetting   the  Christian  faith  or  for  sectarian-  proselytism  ;  but  to   prevent  an 
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infinitesimally  small  risk  of  mischief  being  thus  done,  it  certainly  is  not  necessary  to 
injure  our  youth  by  withholding  the  only  effective  training  for  their  religious  and 
moral  nature,  and  secularizing  their  views  of  truth  and  duty.  Tf  any  teacher  is 
unwilling  to  teach  our  children  that  there  is  a  God,  that  He  has  revealed  His  will, 
and  provided  a  Saviour  from  sin,  and  that  there  is  a  future  state  of  existence  in 
which  we  shall  be  happy  or  miserable  according  to  our  character  and  deeds  in  this 
life  ;  if  there  be  such  a  teacher,  he  is  an  intruder  in  our  public  schools,  he  ought 
not  to  be  entrusted  by  Christian  parents  with  forming  the  character  of  their 
children.  Our  schools  are  Christian  ;  and  the  general  principle,  originally  placed 
in  forefront  of  the  Regulations,  declared  this.  To  do  away  with  that  Principle, 
secularize  our  schools  and  deny  religious  instruction  is  a  serious  breach  of  faith 
with  the  Christian  public.  And  the  wrong  is  greatly  intensified  when  the  Roman 
Catholics,  under  the  same  law,  have  schools  in  which  the  Roman  Catholic  religion 
is  taught,  while  Protestants  are  denied  the  privilege. 

Then  as  to  the  separate  school  law  :  we  ask  the  Minister  of  Education  to 
report  concerning  the  Protestant  separate  schools,  as  well  as  the  Roman  Catholic 
separate  schools,  also  to  report  in  what  sections  Roman  Catholic  teachers  are 
employed  in  the  public  schools,  that  it  may  ba  known  where  Protestant  separate 
schools  should  be  established.  Further,  we  ask  for  equal  rights  ;  and  that  in  every 
respect  Protestant  separate  schools  be  made  as  efficient,  and  be  as  liberally  and 
considerately  dealt  with  as  the  others  are  ;  and  enjoy  the  same  privileges  and 
facilities. 

Last  of  all  we  ask  that  the  law  be  made  intelligible  to  common  men,  so  that 
there  may  arise  no  unpleasantness  or  irritation  in  the  matter  of  assessment  ;  and 
that  its  provisions  be  such  that,  equally  with  ourselves,  our  Roman  Catholic  fellow- 
citizens  may  have  liberty  to  support  the  public  schools  if  they  so  desire,  and  to 
withdraw  their  children,  if  they  see  fit,  from  any  religious  instruction  that  is  given 
in  the  schools,  public  or  separate. 

No  election  is  now  imminent.  No  citizen,  however  blinded  by  party -spirit, 
can  suppose  that  we  wish  to  injure  any  Government  or  party.  We  need 
not,  therefore,  disclaim  such  intentions.  But  we  do  most  emphatically  de- 
clare our  intention  to  continue  this  agitation  and  demand  our  rights,  as 
secured  to  us  by  statute,  until  either  our  children  do  receive  the  religious 
instruction  we  desire,  or  the  Legislature,  supported  by  the  electors  throughout  the 
Province,  has  repealed  sections  7  and  8,  and  secularized  our  schools.  If  the  latter 
be  the  result,  it  will  become  the  duty  of  Christians  to  consider,  as  they  have  done 
in  Holland,  whether  they  should  not  establish  Christian  schools  wherever  they 
can,  side  by  side  with  the  public  secular  schools,  and  leave  these  to  be  frequented 
by  the  children  of  such  as  think  that  "  the  fear  of  the  Lord  is  not  the  beginning 
of  wisdom,"  and  that  a  prosperous  nation  can  be  built  up  without  the  knowledge 
of  His  will,  and  can  be  preserved  without  the  salt  of  the  kingdom  of  Heaven.  In 
our  opinion  the  more  excellent  way  is  the  old  one  in  which,  for  three  hundred  years,, 
the  Protestants  have  walked,  namely,  To  teach  our  children  the  Bible. 


[Copies  of  this  pamphlet  may  be  had  from  any  bookseller 
through  the  Toronto  News  Company.] 


